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, the problem to thke attention of tne U.S. Congress.

CHAPTE'R

OVERVIEW , .

v . A
In passing the Elementary and Secondary Edhcation Act of ’96‘ "(ESEA) ,
Congress intenddd that nonpublic schools as well as public schools would
benefit from the categorical aic _rograms. Now, 10 vears later, (ongress
hag reaffirmed its intention by including stronger provisions in.the Edu-
cation Amenduwents of 1934. The reason: «Conggessional intent to benefit
the children and 'teachers in private, nonprofit (nonpublic) schools as
well as those in public scﬁools has been thwarted under some of the fed-

erzi aid programs. ¢,

This report focuses - ‘on only one of the ESEA programs--Title I1I, the
program for educational .ignovation. As shown by studies and reports deal-
ing ‘with the amount of involvement and particigation of nonpublic school
children in T{tle II1 Rrograms, the general pictu‘f of paut performance
¥s bleak. . . . ©

4 ~ « .

There are notable exceptions, hut nonpublic schools generally have
not been-inwvplved as equitable and effective participants in Title III
programs. Congress was-presented with testimony to this effect in 1969, . 3
and witnesses fgonrnonpublic schools and. organizations reiterated this '
view again in 1973. 'In addition, a survey for this report of nonputlic
school representatives on Title III State Advisory Councils reveals "min-
imal inveolvement" in.many of the 30 states which responded. -

r .

‘.

-
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Why is this so? “One ‘reason ma} bé that many ‘of theigroblnms t ook ,
a long time to surface. Title III ‘has been one of the ldsser known of°

the ESEA programs, particuiarly at the locaéﬁibvel. It ha¥® only been

within the past several years that strong voices -have been raised about

the inequitable treatment under Title III for children atteg ding’nonpublic
schools. . - . vt :

.
! .. - ~

One such stronggvoice, that of the U.S. Catholi§ Conference, brought
Ih 1969, Edward}n‘n
D'Alessio of the U.S.'Catholic Conference, testified-“that children d
teachers from the nonpublic 8chools were participating "équdlly and
eauitably'with their public school counLerparts in only one ESEA program-
Title II (libraries and learning resources). He estimated that 95 per-

. cent of the eligible children in the nonpublic sector were receivfﬁg

.

T1tle II beneflts. -

~ -

At the same time, D'Alessio cited the problems that had irisen between , ¢
puéliq and nonpublic sectors in trying to administer ESEA ircluding the
following: - . ® s

’
¢

-
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., o, Utilization of the dual criterion of educational and economic/:)z’l

] ?
o Subordination of the nonpublic schocls to the public schools.
o Problems over placement of educational materials and equlpment
in nonpyblic schools. ) :

o Lack of cormnumcatlén between the two sectors espec1ally at the
, ' SEA (state education agency) level. .
4+ -+ o Restrictive state constjtutians.

o ‘Mutual misunderstandikg of the purpose of ESEA.

deprivation for *selection of nonpublic school studéats.
o Noninvelvement of nonpuplic authorities in determining the/neeg¢s’
. of eflglble students- attending their schools..
o J.ack of a '"contact Person" in the nonpubhc sector.- -
o Conflicting personalities. .k
o Difference between programs as planned and a.greed upon and
. as 1mplemented -~
" o Lack of opport{lmty for evaluation by the nonpubhc school
: authorities.
o Problems W1th schedulmg and locatmn of-activilles. - !
-Problems in defining attendaxrce areas., s o
o Lack of’ mvolveme t of approprlate nonpublic school adrhini« A
strators in planning programs for which nonpublic school
chlldren are eligible.

(o]

14 » .
.
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WHAT DID CGNGRESS INTEND'P ‘

" One of the key issues that blocked passage of federal legislation to-
ald'elementary and secondary schools prior to 1965 was the fear of federal
entang'lemeﬂt in the area of religion. The delicate issue was debated pro .
and cgn prior to the passage of the ESEA legislation. . ; .

A

Sen. Wayne Morse of Oregon snught clarity of What was aIIOWed or re-
stricted by 'the First Amendment to the Constitution, which says, "Congress
shall make no law resplecting an establishment of.religion or prohibiting the
free exercise thereof...," N

Morse was adviséd by legal counsel to the Department of Health;, Edu- —_—
cdtion and Welfare that the Fl}’sf\AJnendment ""does not require government .-
to be hostile to religipn nor does it permit governrnental discrimination
against religious activitp. The ob_]ectlve is neu*rahty, " HEW advised,
"however difficult it may be to be neutral or to determine what neutrality
requires in re'lation\to particular factual situations.' - ,-

- ' . A .

Congress had four intents m\pi'essihg for thelpassage of ESEA, accord-
ing to John F. Hughes, the dlrectfor of ESEA Title I during its first four
years. dfhey were: | :

~

0 TQ find a formula that would direct substantial federal funds” /

- to schoals.

~




To reflect the incidence of poverty.

To provide for the participation of private'school children.

To .ring rogether the .various forces supporting education--forces
that "frequently cancel each other out in terms of their lobbying.
effectlveness /

To accohplish these goals and to assure passage, the 1egis1a£ion had
to be built on compromise. NIt had to gain the support mainly of two
groups: * the National Cathdlic Welfare Conference and the National Educa-
tion Agsociation, long ah pdnent of granting federal aid to nonpiblic
schools '

John Gardner headed the tasP force that put together'the proposed
language of Tit ITI. One of the task.force's recommendatiors was that
Tit1lé III funds be allowed for inst1tut10ns outside the traditional school’
building, or what the task force called ' supplementary centers and services."

. A key issue“%oncerned the legality of md(;’g funds a.ailable to pri-
vate schools for special education tenters. Behind closed doors, an- .
executive committee changed the wording in the Title I1I language to stip—
ulate that the supplementary centers .could not be run by private agencies.
To appease the nonmpublic school representatives, the.House Committee
specified that nonpublic school teachers and children vere ,to be allowed
to participate in the programs, which~would be under .the control of the
1oca1 education agencies. \\3 .

The 1egis1ation was pushed- through the Congress with no amendments,
after compromise was reached.with -the various education groups. Title I,
the cgtegorical program that aids disadvantaged children, held the key
to passage of the entire package ot progrdms included under ESEA because
it was based on the "child benefit theory.'" Title I was ingended to benefit
disadvantaged children, whether they were in the publit or the nonpublic
schools.

&L » i

/ The "child benefit theory” khad passed muster with the Supreme Court
in its 1947 ruling in the case of Everson v. Board of Education of Ewing
Townsnip, et al. In the case, a taxpayer named Everson challenged a local
prattice in Ewing Township of reimbursing parents for the fares their
children paid to ride on a public bus to a nonpublic school. The issue,
Eve'rson said, was separation of church and state. The fourt did not agres.
It said the state of New Jersey contributed no/&oney to the nonpublic
(Catholic) schools involved and it ruled that children attending such

chools ¢ould participate in the benefit- from services similar.to those
‘already benefitting children who attended public schools.

, .
There are sharp hifferences in the legal provisions on Title IIf
compared with other categorical programs included under ESEA. Some of these
" differences account for the amount of participation by nonpublic school
children. For one, Title III is not restricted to serving the poor or
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. disadvantaged child. Such a restriction, the arguments ran in Congres—
sional committeg sessions, would defeat the major purpose of this innovative
portion of the legislation. Title }II grants are made on a competitive
basis, unlike Title I which targets money on "the basis of educational dis-
-advantage -or Title II, under which»schools feceive money for books and\ '’
1ibrary materials based on enrollment. Under Title III, local school
districts submit project’.proposals on a competitive basis to the state
education agency.

7/ ' . .
Title III has probably been subject to more change in its provisions
and in its identity than any other- ESEA categorical program—which may
ccount for why many nonpublic school administrators have, until recently,
lﬁeen largely unawdre of its provisions. Even the legal name of the pro--
gram, "Supplementary Centers and Services,'" does not reflect its true
purpose. Under the original legisiation for Title III, the féderal govern-
ment administered the program to the local school districts., Within two
years after passage of the legislation, however, the states were pusiing
for control of the program. With the strong backing of the chief state
school officers and the -National Education Associationm, ﬁhe:}egislatign
was amended to allow the states to administer 75 percent of the ands
allocated for the program, starting in fiscal 1969.

r
\

The 1967 Amendments to the prograw also changed its emphasis. Sup-
plementary centers’and se;Qices were deemphasized and "innovative and ’
exemplary programs" came into the limelight. Each state was required to
submit a "state plan" to the U.$§. Office of Education detailing how the
program would be administered duriff$® the fiscal year.

< 'f? ¢

The 1967 Amendments added a potentially potent requirement to the
Title III legislation: '"Persons broadly representative of the cultural
‘and educational resources of the area" wete to participate in the develop-
ment of projects. Such persons, the legislation said, could be drawn from

"state edpcation agencies, institutions of .higher education, nonprofit
private schools, public and nonprofit private agencies such as'libraries,
‘museums, musical and artistic organizationms, educational radio and tele-
. vision .and other cultural and educational resources." These persons,sthe
Committee said, were to be involvqﬁ in planning, ggtablishing and carrying
out the program. . :

In 1970, the Title III program was to undergo even fuféher change as
a result of the passage of the Education Amendments of 1969. Title V-A of
the National Defense Education Act (guidance, counseling and testing) was
consolidated with Title III. Eighty~five percent of the furds.-were to
flow to the states, and 15 percent of the funds were set aside for the dis-
cretionary use Qf the Commissioner to fund innovative and exemplary -programs.
The' Commissioner was charged with’providing for the participation of -pri-
vate school children in Title III programs ir any state that substantially
_ falled or could not legally provide for such participation. ~

A

.Under the amendments, Congress sought to protect the right of non-

public school children to benefit Trom fedprally funded programs by making

/ . /
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the state”education agency r spcn®¥ble for insuring participation and
involvement of the nonpublic schools at the local level, -, .
) However, various studies conducted in the next couple of years indi-
cated minimal or*weak invo‘lvement ~ ‘
'/’ Two years after passage of the amendments, the Vational Advisory
‘ Counc¢il on Supplementary Centers and Services warned in its Annual Report ;‘.
" to the President and the Congfess that "several states are not meeting
the r@quirements of Title III legislatjon" on the involvement Jf nonpublit - 7
. school children in local projects. The National Advisory Council pointed
" out that nonpgblic scheol officials in some states "have not been given .ot
an opportun1ty to.be involved in the planning and children have-not been
allowed to take part in ‘the programs." The Counoil included aZzrecommenda-
tion that "the chief state school officers take ‘the necessary adtion to
insure the inclusion of nonpublic school children and teachers i projects
in which tHey are eligible to participate."
In that same year, 1971,- subject cf ald to the ngppublic s qols ¢
X was receiving considerable attention at high levels due to the closi g _
. and consolidation of nonpublic schools, particularly Catholic.schools, —
as the dollar squeeze became ‘more seyere. Presi Jent Nixon was advised on
$ the situation by hiy Pdnel‘on Nonpublic Schqol Finance. "If declines (in
nonpublic school enrollment) c?ntlnue, pluralism in educatiqn will cease,
. parental options @ill virtually terminate and public schoqlp will have
-tb absorb m1111zé§’of American students. The greatest impact will be on 2

- some seven of our most populous states and on large urban centers, with
especially grievous consequences for poor and lower middle-class families v -
in racially changing neighborhoods wher? the nearby nonpublic‘sfhool is - .
an indispensable stabilizihg factor. C ) o

- 3 B

"The social and economic cos.ts to the nation are too high to bear
whgn compared to the lesser costs for effective puo]ic intervention."

t - -

The Panel iné&uded among its major recommendations "the strict en- |
forcement of the Elementary and Secondary Educatlon Act 30 all children ‘
received the fyll benefits to which they are entitled." The Panel added: o l
"Because the c}isis is most acutely felt by church-related schools, notably
Roman Catholic, the Panel has gjiven serious attention to the Constitutignal
issue. It is perguaded that although direct aid to nonpublic schools is™-
prohibited, aid t: parents and to children will pass muster." T . |

A |
|

. : , A
L ’ * ¢
y

THE STATE PLAN MANUAL GIVES DETAILS ON PARTICIPAfION

The State Plan Manual set forth ,the requirements on ‘onpublic school .
participati¢n to be met by the state in administering Title ILI. 1In ¢
defining participation, for example, the State Plan Manual said that "non- -,
public school children are to be served en an equitable basis in all Title ITI

~
-
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projects, incluling those in the areas of guidance and.counseling, to the
extent consistent with the number of children enroitled in private nonprofit
schools in the ,area to be served whose educational needs are of the type
provided by, the program or project. These children benefit from the pro- '
gram or prdjects through direct participatlon, observation, visitation

and dissemination of information."

Oiéer provisione on papticipation; as detailed in the State Plan,

include the following: ////

o The State Plan was to contain satis}actory assurance from the (

- ~ state education agency that it was making Title III grants only
\, to local education agencies that were providing for effective
" participation of nonpublic school children.

)

H -

o Private school representatives were to be asked if they wanted
to participate in Title III programs by the lacal education agency
submitting the project proposal. P

o Private school representatiJgg were ''tc be included in the local
needs assessment and in the plann‘ng of projects at the very begin- ~
ning so that the needs of. private school children ar¢f considered
in conjuncti ith the needs of public school children prior to -
the development of ‘a proposal.'
\ . 5 ¢ -
o The state was charged with monitoring each approved Title LIL project
which involves private school children to "assure that it benefits
- :he same percentage of eligible private school children...as the -
-percentage of public schodl children benefitted by the project." —/
' : 7

4

(]

"Provisions for serving private school children shall not include
payment of salaries to teachers of private schools except for
services performed outside regular hours of duty and under public
supervision and control, financing of the existing level of in- .
\) struction in private schools, the placenent of equipment on pri-
’ vate schdol premises other than portable or mobile equipment which v
is capable of bsing removed from the premises each day, and the
construction of facilities for .private schools."

o "Whenever practicable," the Manual says, educationaltservices shall
be$provided to private school children on publicly controlled
premises.

o State education agencies were to require lpcal education agencies

to include in every project applicdation information 4indicating:-

the number of private schools ahd of the children attending those ° ,
+ schopls in the areWserved by the project, '"the existence of any
factors which limit the ippropriAtenegss of the project for private

{. school children"how nonpublic school representatives were involved

4

A

in developing the project proposal,.the place and the ‘manner in
which private school children were to participatg in the project, \\\
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. . ’

. the differences, if any, in the kind and~extent of services to.
be provided private school children as compared with those provided
. ; 4 )
public school children.

o Private school teachers '"may,teceive payments with Title III funds
for travel allowances, Y™uncheon expenses and similar costs when
attending approved Title IEI inservice training." . N )

~ . !‘ Ad ‘A
. . ,

’ o A complaint procedurd was established which, if fully carried out,
required the Commissioner to "bypass' ghe 5tate in providing ap-
propriate benefits ‘to the eligible noﬁﬁpblic school children,

. R ; ,
. 0 Crxants were .to be.made only to "a legally constituted public local
. educational agency, not.to an individual private. school or pri-

13 vate 'nonprofit corporation." . ‘ P
. - o N
What happens, howev:r, has led marysnompublic school administrators .
to thé\@ﬁﬁclusion that the rules are not followed on the state or local
- level. ' . - ot : .
A -

’ . ——

The reasons for inadequate participation by nonpublic school children
and teachers are varied. As'indicated in interviews and tkstimony, the
reasons range from lack of knowledge of the legal provisions to fear of ]
state constitutional provisigns to sheer neglect and deliberate "overlook-
ing" of nonpublic schools. Oh thé other hand, some nonpublic school .spokes-
men say their schools have not been aggressive enough or administratively ] -

.

strong enough to take a strong lead themselves in getting javolved. ~
In a few places, the question is less one of administrative avoidance ’
than one of administrative helplessness. Legally, mdmingstratiou-of Title-1II . .
programs for participants in public égg'nonpublic schoolg is the responsi- -t

4 biliti of the 1oda1'education.agency (public sghool distriet). One.non-' } .

public¢ school adwinistrator said he just didn't have the heart to ask public -
sdhool adminfstrators tc add to their jlready impossible situation of trying

. to run a*notoridusly bad big-city dist ?zt by taking on responsibility‘for {
serving nonpublic school children. * » ¢ .

, : ) -

uRlic -schvol administrators say more frequently, Wowever, that°®

their\grobr in not being included in appropriate Fitle III programs “is -~ .
or "overlooking' on the paftt of the public schools. * As o A

stated by Rev. Michdel 0'Neill .ip the Jan. 25, 1975 issue of America, the

problem "is less one of bad will than of institutional psycholegy." Ac-

cording to regulations governing admtnistration of the program, nonpublic

school offirials are supposed to be involved ‘in any ,proposed broject from

/ the day that Hbe public school starts to désign the(project in initial
planning sessions. What generally happens is detailed by Father)O'Neill: s *
© ' "When the public school educator comes up with a Tifle III idea, he under- ./~
standablr thinks primarily and roften exclusively of his own clientele-- A

public school students, teachers and pareﬁts. -After working out the i{da
in somé.detail, he comes to the firal proposal-writing stage and then

/ -r

\
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~" the progrgms as speciffed in the law. Further, qugreés believes such”

.

remembers that the prlvate schools have.to be 1hvoLwed -Whet. happens,

says Father O' Neill dnujmany otber ncnpublic school gdmimistrators, is
that the public school ‘administrator may call the loeal nonpublic school
4nd ask it 1t wants- to be involvel in a Title I1I project: With no oppor-

tunity to p&rticiodteﬁin planning, the nonpublic schools: are often involved’

to a minimal degree——lf at all--in the progef* ’
" M 2

Also 1ncluded i'n the report are recommendaﬁlons.ior thé improvement
of purtlclpatlon and Jinvolvement' Many of tre recommendations were made.
by fhonpublic. gchool representfitives, AnTitle }}L Adv1sory Ccuncils. 1Imn
some instances, both the nonpublic ﬁChOOl re Tesentatlve and ano®her offl-
cial from the state presented their views dn the amount and degree of
inflvement in programs by the state's nonpubllc schools. Sometimes, both
partles gave a slmllaﬁ'analyels-of conditions witMin the prﬁgran In
“other instances, stark differendes show-up. On2 represéntative reported °
that the involvement of nonpubllc school children"was not only "wegk!" but
0*actlca11y nonexistent, while an off101a1 in the State Department of Fdu- .
caticn reported that prqgramyg Wthh sucaessfully 1nvolved public. and non--
public students: were "too numerous to mention."

‘<

The balance of the report details the %mount of parflclpatlon and
invePvement . that have been reported .in Yarlous studies, recomsendations
for improvément, the kinds of arrangements and programs that are working,
happenlngs at the federal and state.level that relgte o nonpublic school
parflclpatlon, 2 profile of one state. and the regulatlons on partlclpa—
tlon as contalned in Tltle IV of ESFA.

N . . .
\- R < ' )
\ LY . - - -
.THE FUTURE: MORE INVCI.VEMENT? ‘ ’ ’ *

( '.d ‘ h A .
A]though Title I?T Wll; no longer Qe a categoricdl program ﬁnder
the Educatlon Amendments of” l97h' Congféss has specified that iynovation
is to be a main thrust of the new Title IV consolldatlon ig’which it {s
1ncluded (Part‘t "Educational Innevation apd’ Support™). in 1965,
nonpubllc school off icials are once again pi ing their hopes on+ESEA.
Congressional intent, as specified inm the amendments to ESEA seems clear:
onpublic school children and teachers ane to participate equitably in®

partigipation to be Constitutional.
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"7 WHO GOES TO. THE NOWPUBLLC $CHOOLS?

A

cities

' Most of the studentf Were .
the fcllowing religious, groups:

@~

CHAPTER I
- Z
N v

-

A
.
~ ..

In 1970-71, 10 Jpercent of the nation's schooT\ehild
nonqulic schools, according to Statistics of Nonpublic Elementa

]

n were attending’

d -

Secondary Schools, published by the U.S. Departﬁahz’of Yealth, Educatidn
and Welfare. In round aumbers, 5.1 miJlion chil?-er were. enro
cM3n 16,000 nonpublic schools witl almost b

ed in morf

em located in urban

v

-

ending schoolxiaffiliated with one of
ist, Christian Refcrmed, Friends,.

Jewish, ! Lutheran, Methqgist, Presbyterian, Episcopal,< Roman Catholit or

Seventh-Day Adventist.

As shown in the following taBle approximately

80 percent of the students were enrolled in Roman Cstholic schools

Nonpublic bchoo],Entoliments By Religious Affiliation
1960-62, 1965-66 1970-71 -

—_

Roman Catholic
Lutheran

Seventh-Day Adventists
!

L

Jewish
Prosgpfant Ebiscopal

Christian Reformed

Baptist A r
Friends

Methodist
.Presbyterian

Other

Tota® Church-Related
Not Church-Related

Total Nonpublfc

1960-62
EYAclmi -3

5,120,932

151,476
58,048
N
39,830
30,516
39,964
16,574
8,814

4,882

4,335

__ 21,158

5,496,529

239,951

5,736,480

11265-66

* 5,481,325

188,521
62,603
» 52,589
48,582
42,275
25,189
10,572
43

5,622
4,766
41,458

5,963,502

341,270
6,304,772

\

19 )-71
4,1%,299
200¢9}4
53,527

| 65,335
73,393
29,486
35,098
13,784
10,760

7,489

52,299

4,676,384

467,674

5,144,058

NOTE: Statistics from National Center for Educational Statistics.
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Trying to come up with accurate current(breakdodhs of enrdllment. by

" religious affiliation is fonsidered "ghancy" at best, pargicularly for the

religlous—affillated schools other -.than. Catholic and for new; private,
community and alternative schools. 'We really don't have =z data base for
.private schools 1n the federal government and we don't have con%inuing
~nformation op th® population of these scBooﬁs, the numbey of schools,
the9enrollq5nts, or the teachers," says Dwight Crum, USOE*s Pirector of
Nonpublic Educationi} Setvices. Furthermore, HEW's ptactice of doing a
'statistital report of :the notpublic schools “every five years (such as the
one mentioned abovéI’ to have been abandoned The last Yeport com-

. piled f{gurés for 1970-71, which mean's a new report should have been <done

for’ the |1974-75 shool year. - Prospects argsdim for. that td happen, how-
ev;:, unless Codgress assigns tke _report. to one of.the education research

c1e3v(\ v (‘\ R . . .
. Curgent*tﬁ?prmagion i¥ available on the Cat?égic schoolg, due to the
annual{data collectiéns and compila ion by lthe’ National Catholic Educa-
tional Association. NCEA reports, o? example, éhat Catholic schools and
Catholdc school students were heavily’ concentrated in seven statés‘Q
197}—74 New Yorié 549, 900 studentts; Pen sylvania, 382,500 studentss
ILlin01s, 334! 090

stuﬁents, New Jersey, 228 ﬁeo\studen s, Mlchigan, 151 100 students.

While these seven states accoﬁnt for 60 percent of the total enrpll—
ment of Catholic schools, another ‘tewsn enroll another 20 percent of the.
total. These states are Massachusettsy Wisconain, Missouri Lquisiana,
Minnesota, Indiana and Texas. . -

P \

Almost 55 percent of Catholic school stddents are found in 20 dioceses\.
“hicago leads the list ‘uth 234, fDQ Catholic students, and San Francis/y,
takes last place among the 20 witm#8,100 students. In between are
Philadelphia, Brooklyn, New VYork, Eos Angeles, Detroit, Newark, Boston,
Cleveland, Pittsburgh, St. Louis, Cincinnati, Rockville (Long Island, Ne@
York), Milwaukee, Buffalo, Trenton, Neq‘Orleans, Baltimore and F} Paul-
Minneapolkis. .

The number of Catholic schools dropped to 10,269 in 1973-74 after -
an all-time high of 13,205 only ten years earlier, NCEA reports. The
number of students atten “ng Catholic schools also has dropped., from
5.6 million"in 1963 to 3.6 million in ¥973. ¢

N’
e
\
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tudents; California, 263,400 students, Ohjo, 253,200 -,
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\ "HOW MUCH PARTICIPATIQgWIN/;ITLE 1117 . .
G o - .

Trying to determlne the amount and the degree of partlclpatlon by
nonpubllc school children in Title III programs presents serious diffi=
cultied. ' In fiscal 1973, the states repgrted to USOE that more than )
1.58 million nonpublic school students participated dlreagly or in-
directly in Title 1II programs. The total amount of particmpatlon re- 'i
? .~ ported by the states for that year, for both public and. npdbllc students, '

© was 19.5 millton students. Yet, USOE offici@#ls express s ;qps doybts Co
abqgg;zyé accuracy of tq‘ reports. They advise that The figures cannot
“\ be h at facé value. ' - )

’
R d

: d “This is not a newly recognized fact, however: Back in e beginning
‘E§ of the program, John Kleffner, then a meqpsz/of the National Adyasory ’
Coun$11 warned: . i
RV . N

There is not a high corvelatlon between‘fact and renort when 1t
: comgs to nonpubllc school parti ation, at least regaydlng my -
- experience. You need to know not o iy the number of studentg who -,
participated but also the amount of participatioa by each student. ‘ .

4 7 L -y
{ . [ <z '
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What Cotstitutes Partlclpatloni ' -

-

of pupils and teachers designed to produce learning in a classroom, a center

"Direct Dartrclggtlon is deflned by USOE as face-to-face 1nté;hct10n /> A
or mobfle unit, or receiving other special services. o

-

"Indirect Partlelﬂatlon .is not r€ally defined; instead it id# f1lus-
trated by a number of examples. Indirect participatjon could irelude . (o
b visits to exhibits, demonstrations, museum displays; the use of materﬁglav .
/ or equipment developed or purchased by the project; attendance at performances
of pYays, symphonies; viewing television instruction in a school, a center
or home; or participation in otter similar activities. //' }

-

Fach state must submit the number of nonpublic and public school -
participants in Title III projects in its Annual State Plan to USOE.
USOE nctes in the instructions, however, for prepafing the State Plgh
that "cavefully prepared estimates are acceptable. .

1"




REPORTS -AND_ TESTTMONY- (" PARTICIPATION !

.. . ., , . . ¢ J

To our knowledge, there’ has been no . ~mp, ehensive na)10nw1de survey
an the scope of participation gf nonpublic school children in Titde III
Qrogrags. Information is ava.lable only in bits and pieces. Yet a con-
cl&ion can be drawn that participation is, for -the most part, inadequate
and inequitable. . Y

Fellowing are summaries of two studies that have been presented i
testimory before Congressional commijttees, as well as additional testigony
‘Also summarized are a survey on invelverent by the Lutheran Church-Missouri .
Synod, a doctoral dissertation on participation in tHhe state- of North
Carolina, and a survey conducted especially for -this report.
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§£pdx,b1_Reverend Charles Laferty

1’

. J -

. > Rev, Choztlekig rty conducted his research-on. the ‘question of non-
public schood involveiznt in Title III. at the Tequest of the National R
Advisory Coqull on ﬁ@pplementary Centers and Services.* His conclusions 4
ed on respongesr from 37 percent 'of all Title III projects (ap-
tely 544) iy 1470. He reported the following: * N

a \ . N ‘ < -
<38.5 percent of the projects in 1970 had proportionate partic- //
ipation by nonpublic school children. .

o 15.1 percent had significantly lower participation by nonpublic
\+\.\_;39“01 children than student populations in the project area
i

public school children. b

-

Father Laferty's =ajor i&ﬂﬂfﬁg, he said, was that one project in four

-

-

Studyﬁbx_the Harvard Graddate Sghool of Education "\*
Ay

o

To gain input on the impact of block grants and revenue sharing on
nonpublio schools, resgarchers from the Hdrwvard Graduate S¢hool of Edpca-
tiorn conducted a natia%hl ey of Catholic diocesan school superinten- .
“dents in October 1970.. Approximately 86 percent (132) of the 154 Catholic
dioceses responded to #he questions on partigcipation of Catholic school
children in Titles I IT and III. el
When asked what psrcentage of the éligible children in their diocese
were participating ir TJtLe I11I programs, the superintendents respended
as follows: .

Y

© 12 percent re,dorted no participation.
\|

AN
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dicated as croportional. < < ~
. 6"' . : . - '
. N o 32.6. percent had no participation by nqnpublic school children. -
.i;// o 13.8 pencent'gave no numerical data for either public or nen- \

showed a significant lack of participation by nonpublic school children, f//,\gL
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) ° ;er(enr repoxted that app(ox1mate]y 20 percent of the chlldren were
{ involved dn Ti fle T1I programs. ) . '

© 16 percent reported that 20 to 4O percent of #ke chiidrerf were 'invﬁved. /c
' N
e percent reported 100 percent of thelr children were pag¢1c1pat1ng in
Title III programs,/xhereas 22 percent reporte@ 100 percént eligibility.
7 ° ~e_s
By contrast, L4 percent of the Cathollc dioceses reported uhaL 100% of
the eligible' children were part1c1pat1ng in Title 1J, and 34 percent reported .

'thaf at least 80% of the chi¥Qren were part1c1pat1ng in Titlé II.

. ‘ Sixty-seven percent of thosé responding to thowgﬁ;:;% sa®d therg was poor
implementation oﬁ:kﬂtle III in their diocese, with 27 percent calling it igood” )
and 6 pez ent, "excellent." By contiast, 49 percent called Title II implementa-

, tloq ellent" (7 percent did Sc bn Tibvle I), and 46 percent® called Title II

implementatlon "good" (compared with 47 percent for.Title I).

! - N ° o~
= ™

?
Survey: Lutheran Church~Missouri Synod - ) . -C .L' Jf"
< -~ e ‘ .

) Mor® then one~third of the elementary schools (345 schools enrolllng )
+ 55,881 studemts) under the Lutheran Churd¢h-Misscuri=Syn esponded tQ g survey
on the pirticipation of Lutheran elementary, school s dren federally funded

20 programs. (Approximately, 1,300 elementary and secondmry schools were
affiliated with the Lutheran Church-Missouri Synod in @973, serving over
v 165,000 students. The schools are located in many parts of theé country and
- . approximately 10 percent oqwﬂmzpupllb are non-white and nearly one-third are

not members of the church body, according to the organlzatlpu s Secretary of
Elementary and Secondary Schools, Al H. Senske.)

L]

The results of the survey of the elementary schools do not indicate wide
involvement in Title III programs. For example, 260 of the schools reported
» that none of their studehts.or teachers had participated in an innovative prg-
ject during the 1973-74 school year. The questionnaire used to gather the
. information did not ask, however, how many of the schools were located in.the area
< of a local education agency that was operating a Title IIL project,. Twenty-
' three schools, invol.ing 537 students and teachers, said they were involved
in Title III projegtsg

% Administrators of 57 schools said their state educational agency had not
provided a testing program which benefitted their students, while 22 said the .
state did so for them. The last question in the Lutheran Church survey asked
if guidance and counseling services had been provided by the local education
N agency under a Title III program.~ Nineteen schools replied in the, affirmative,
176, ig the negative. .
- X
, )

™

A Reporp on North Carolina: Reverend Donald F. Staib - -

» My findings reveal a picture ot nonpublic school participation that wgs
far from edequate and gave little ev1aenoe that th= high hope:s of p#lic and
nonpublic school cooperatich in ESEA TltJe ITI had been realized in the State
of North Carolina,” concluded Reverend Donald F. Staib in his 1973 doctoral
dissertatiocfh. :

17
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" were* funddd by the state, 42 of them located in ,areas in

. -

'S N :
. Father Staib baigd his conclusion on an examinatlon of project pro-
posals for 1969 and 72, perscnyl on-site evaluations during 1968-69,
questioﬂS$ireé to project directors and Catholic school principals, and
on-site Visits to four projects which were described in his dissertation.,
Father Staib has been a member of the North Carolina State Advisory Council
on-Title II1 for éhx years, five of them as chairman. He has seven years' <
experience as a Chfholic high scheol administrator, four years' experience
as superintendent of Cathelic s%ﬁools for the¢ Raleigh Diocese.

s - ‘ .
The greatest probléﬁvto surface from his investigations, Fathergmaib
reported, ."way the lack of adequate planning for ‘Title III projects and ° -

.the fact that noﬁpublic schgol administrators rarely were involved in

Flanning beyond the token level." He noted, however, tha® in conducting
his research he found a 'residue >f concern on the ;Srt ofﬂboth Catholic

‘principals aﬁd’pub]ic officials, on both the statt and local lgvel, that

some action he¢ded to be takeg to offset the poor record of past years."
‘ 5 '
.Specifically, Father Staib fcuna qﬁly ¥wo Catholic schools _that were
involved in Titld III projects in fiscal 1972. Durgng that year, 38 projects N~
R 1s thbh{;h there were .
19- Catholic schools. In these districts, eight of the twelv® project \Nﬁ\// .
directors;admitted they had not invitgd’the,nonpublic séhoql representatives
to participate in plaﬁning sessions. " ‘
Iwenty-five project directors told Fathetr Staib the State TitJe TII
staff had not discussed with them the possibility of involving the non-
public schools in the p'anning sessions forrthe projects. In ten of the
twenty-five project areas, moreover, there was a Catholic school..
- The fnvolvemeht of nonpublic scghool ckildren in North Carolina in
Title III is 6 still 'weak,” according to Father Staib, although he says
there has been slightly more involvement, "as a result of the insistence
of the Stare Department of Edubat%on" in funding recent projects.

13
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A wbrd on the Hebrew Schools AN Cey ' /

Rabbi Bernard Goldenberg, Associate Director of the National Society
for Hebrew Day Schools, is outspoken in his criticism of the lack of in-
volvement of children attending Hebrew schools in Title III projects.
"The absence of innovative-practicer and supplementary centers for Jewish
school childrep in (New York City) day schools has worked to the disad-
vantage of the entire coumynity,'" he told the House Subcommittee on Educa- -
tion in November 1969.

L4
Rabbi Goldenberg rqaffirmed his criticism in a January 1975 statenent
he prepared for this repdxf. Speaking for over 400 schools in 160 cities,
with a student enrollment of approximately 80,000, Goldenberg said '"the /
major problem that nonpublic schools face in availing themselves of \Title ¢
IIT benefits is their dependence on the good graces of LEA officials.

"In Now York City, where there are,some 400,000 nonpubli. scho-1 pupils,
he said, "representatives of tlhe nonpublic school system find themselves in
™~

3
3 "

14

f4




x the positi'on of paupers who must wait submissively for a few

»

/dropped and 8 percent concluded t»

s - -

é}umbé from
the table ot the phb]id\school cfficialdom. Progﬂgals are formulated
without any"serious’effort to (etermine whether there is an effective way:
id which nonpub11c school pupils can participate. There is virtuyally ne
attempt to identify common needs so that proposals can b, designed-with ’

a reasonable measure of equity. dlu

. = <

‘ " "In practice," Rabbi Goldenberg chafée tle III has become the
private domain of the public -school with both subtle and not-s¢~subtle,
barriers to the\nonpu school pOPU1a§§SE Upless there is a legal
requirement that public sthool syste e rerognized as egual pdrtners
in Title II1 enterprises, this patent discrimination will persist with
increasing frustratljys and exasperations on the part of the[nonpublic

e

school systems...." : .

. ~ ° . 1

Congressipnal Testimony by the U.S. CathoYic Conference ~ . [f_\_'

."As the executive agency of the fafholic 84shops 6f the United States,
the U.S. Catholic Conference (USCC) is the agency Cbﬁgress listens to
regard1ng the Catholic viewpoint on_legislation. Accordlng to USCC, :
,Title II1 has notéjine its part 1 providing eguitable servﬂces fo;/HGE:
public school chi{idren.

"Title III is a point’of very serious cnncern amoitg Catholic school
educators," testified Edward R. D'Alessio, USCG\s“Director of Elementary .
and Secondary Educat1on, at hearings of the Ho se and Senate committees on
education in 1973. - \‘ . —_

) * ‘

. < P

. "We view the problem (of participation of Catholic sg:b01 children in
Title III programs) as primarily adhinistrative in nature at the levdl of .

the U.S. Office: of 'Edgcation as well as at the state and 'local educabional

agency levels," D'Alessio stated. S N
[ ] N

AN f T ”

USCC surveyed Catholic superintendents of sechools on their opimions
of Title III.
should be "legislatively strengthened" to provide for effective partici- "
pation on an equitable basis for nonpublic school children and teachers,
D'Alessio told the Congressmen. “weflve percent said Title III should be
it should be allowed to remain: as
presently writ;en, he added.

Additional testimony, mbstly négative, was present;d to the Committees
by representatives of nonpublic schools in varipus parts of the nation.
Follgwing are examples of"hat the Congressmen heard:

"In the StJ{g of Texas,'
of the Dallas-Fort Worth Catholic schools, "Title III federal fuups have
beer wedded to state funds to develop 20 educational regional centers.
Salaries of the professionals are paid with gcvernment funds, while the
equipnent is supplied by state funds. Therefore, we (nonpublic school
pdrt1g1u?nts) are able to make use of tba erertise of the staff, but un-
able tc use the rasources of the cenLers w1thout a two dollar per papita
cost to us because of earmarked funds." i!

: - '
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Seventy-seven percent of the 129 respondents said Title IIT

5

said Sister Caroleen Hensgen, superintendent'

-

"'




/ A different picture was presentgd by Msgr. tugene Molloy, seqtetaQyV
c& education tor the Brcoklyn, New York, diocese. As the representative of
~all the different: nonpublic schools in New York City as well as the Catholic
schools, Monsigdor Molloy testified that $78 million was spent in Title I
pregrams in New York City,.but’ onby $3 million Sa'percent) was used for
nohpublic school children in poverty' areas wheré they comprised 14 p€Y¥cent
of the total, Anhd, he said, 1.5 percent ofaTitle IIl funds -were spent R
.on 30 percent ot the children who attended nonpublic schools, while the
other 98.5 percent .of the funds wereispent-on the other 70 pc%Fent Qf New ) .

York City's school pepulation.y ’
O ? )

v S d N

Nonpublic Schﬁo} Represgﬂfﬁiives Report 'Minimal' Involvement ’ ‘ v -
,in_doing this report, the National Advisory Council queried the non-

public school representatives on the Title III state advisory countips

on the degree of participation and involvement in Title III projects din

their statgs. (The.list of dbnpuha}c school representatives is included:

in the APpendix.) ‘ - .

the répresentatives were asked two'specific questions on the amoumt

and degree .0f inyplvemeﬁlﬂ The first question was: "In your view, which

"word most closely describes the degree of -participation and involvement

ol the noppublic schools in Title iIl projects in ycur state?"’ Respondents

pere asked to‘cheék one of the following: None; Weak; Minimal Involvement;, )

Moderate  Involvement; Good Involvement; Superior Involvement. /// -

13

The second question sasked:y. "In your view,.is the non ublic school
mmynity more involyed, leds involved, cr involved to abou the same:
degreasgs When you joined the council?" .

, Twelve of the‘éb nonpub&ic school representatives who responded to
the query reported "minital" involvement; _ six reported "good" partici-

- pation and involvement; 7 - reported either no involvement or weak involve-
. ment; one rdported "moderate' involvement. Three states reported that *
participation and involvement ranged from minimal to moderate to good, \
depending on thi,projECt ¢1 tHe section of the state.

Of prime interest are the comments from council members who indicate
a change in the  degree of involvement of the nonpublic schools due to
their efforts as a council member. Some of the newcomers to the councils--
those with two years' experience or less--as well as some of those who . .
have been council members for much longer periods of time feel that their
efforts i, representing the nonpuslic school interests aie paying off.

.

Arizona: Sister Dorothy Ann Doyle reports there is more involvement since
she joined the council five years ago, But she still describes it as "mini-

mal." She notes that the directors of Title III projects in the state, o
"began to realize that a nonpubli. school council member was aware of
their programs." ' -

-

Arkansas: Rev. William M. Beck, a member of the Council since it was
-formed eight to nine years ago, s:ws, 'this advisocry’ council has fiore and

\

/ ’
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more emphasized to project directors the necessity for giving nonpublic

schools an opportunity to‘participate." - ;
Delaware: William Kehoe,’who is assistant supsrintendent of the Wilmiugtun
Piocese as well as.a council member, says, "I wear twd hats and push our
principals to get involved in progosal developments, even if, the public-
schools 'fotget' to involve them." )

[
Florida: Rev. Jerome E. Diffley reports good involvement’, about the same
as’when he joined the council two years ago. ) -
. —~
Guam: Sister Bergadette Prochdska reports good }nvolvement, adding that
1,320 nonpublic school children were direcctly involved in-a testing pro-

gram in 1973-74. . -~ *
. i/ ~

* Il1linois: M. P. Heller reports minimal involwemept, <ith no change since’

he joined the council two years ago.
. . 7 ' r
Indfana: Rev. James F. Seculoff says: "It ‘seems that since the LFA's
control the management of the program, it is difftcult to ‘find public school
personnel who will make the(necessary effort for nonpublic school children.
They’ will make plans without asking nonpublic administrators and’ then make
thez;’fiualized progyam 'available! to nonpublic schools if they wish tc
par{ycipates 1f the nonpublic school Ynitiates a progranm, it must clear
the LEA and be financed, etc., thfough the LEAr—a qpin in the neck' to .
LEA personnel."

~

Kefptucky: JOSeph'M. McGee reports (that the Casholic schcols in the state
h been more involved in the past' two years.!} "Other private schools have
remained uvninvolved, mostly by_choice." -

y - - ; .

Louisiana: Charles Fortier reports tha® 3,500 nonpublic school children

and 50,000 public school children were directly involved in Title III.

projects in 197394, .
’

’

Maine: Arthur Dexter reports involvement is minimal, but "I have not beeu\

involved for any 1ength of time to have input.” \
.7 .

Michigan: Although rgporting minimal involvemeht, Msgr. H. H, Zer?as_\eee

a change for the better for two reasons: "confgguous prodding on my parc,
and rchanges in ESEA." \\\ -

Mississippi: . A one~year véteran of the Mississipii council, Sister Mary p
Cyrena Harkins, backs up her claim of "weak" involvement with statistics.
She says only 209 nonpublic school children, contrasted with 17,789 public
school children, were directly involved in Title III -programs during '
1973-14. .

Missodri: Msgr. Gerard L. Poelker, with eight years' setvice on the :
Coupcil, sees a change for the better in Missouri's Title III programs.
...""There is greater understanding on the part of the l4-member advisory .
bodard. The change of Missouri Commissioner of Education has been advanta-
geous. My presence alone has afforded greater opportunity for gaining

H
‘ )
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knowledge by the other members of the advisory board and the State De-
partment df Education Title III staff." : .
. Al ) /

Montanga: Rev. John J. gMcCoy reports a considerable amount of closing
of parochial schools in his state, which lessens the degree of involvemept
in projects. 1In 1974-75, he reports, 8,277 public schdol children and

174 nonpublic school ch;ldren were d*rectly involved im Title III projects.

4 g

Nebraska: Rev. Thomas F. O’Brien, a council member ﬁpr three years, says
the amount of involvement depends om the school district. "I sincérely )
belieye," he says, '"that there is more involvement betause a{ the strong
support of other advisory council ‘members and the state Title III office."

o .
New Hampshire: Sister Jacqueli1e‘ﬂzbert reports that np nonpublic scho®l !
Phildren were directly imvolved irn Title III projeéts in 1973-74, She ))
adds: '"Most of thé Title III proiects are large planning grants or model
grants and for tht past four years none of our schools has been in the <
aréas where these grants \wwere functioning.... We have closed so many ¢
schools lately that the programs have been unable to help dur childreni... v
The (State) Title III Office does set aside $30,000 for mipi-grants for -

. teachrers in any school. Just a‘few of our nonpublic school teachers wrote_

up such projectsgrtherefore, one caniot blame the federal or state govern-
ment for that fact." - ‘ ' ¢

./
New Jersey: Joseph R. Fittipaldi says "In certain locales, the amount of
involy 'ment ranges from none to gocd." 1In the 1972-73 school year, 50,704
child:en from public schools and 1,718 from nonpublic schéols participated
in Title III programs. He reporte more involvement than when he joined
the council three years ago for the following reasons: (1) an active educa=
tional program directed at both the public and nonpublic sectors regarding
rules, regulatiouns and the.law; {(2) changes in the appl}cation to include
specifié¢ questions relating to nonpublic school involvement; (3) providing
the public schools with a list of the nonpublic schools in their area; and
(4) providing the nonpublic schools with a 1iét of requests for applica-
tions by the public schools, so the nonpublic school can take the initiative -
umking'contacth
New Mexico: Joan Gusinow, a member of the New Mexico council as well as
a member of the Nonpublic School Task:Force for the State Department of
Education, says involvement in Rer state is weak qu that the nonpublip
school community is becoming more involved.
o -
New York: Sister Joan Armold, who has served&bu the council for three -
years reports that the nonpublic school community is more involved“than
before she joined the council. "My attendance has been more regular at
council meetings than was the attendance of my predecessor," she reggorts.
"I think Iwas able to make council members more aware cf the importance.__

-of 1nvolving nonpublic schools and they worked in various ways to increase

that involvement." In 1973-74, Sister Joan repérts, 67,570 public school
children and 5,594 nonpublic school children were directJy involved in
Title III projects.

LN

North.Carolina: Rev, Donald F. Staib notes a slight increast in the in- ’

volvement of the norfpublic school community "as a result of the insistence
of the State Department when funding the current projects.” . ‘

o




)"

i .
4' / ” ~

“
>~

North Dakota: Revy Rdymond Aydt reports minimal involvement with no

change in the two }\;rs he has been a council member. He says, however,

there is no problem in the s®ute and that the State Deparfment_treats the (ﬁ
public~and the nonpublic schools alike. .

- ~.
Uklahoma! David Monahan, who has résigned the Oklahoma council to be A

replaced by Siste. Rose Clare Stieve, reports that "perhaps 150" pargici-
pants *from the ngupublic schools were involved in the state's Title III
projects in4s1973-74 through teacher development activitiess

] ’
Cregon: Sister Laura Jean Remigiton repor£§ no change in the minimal
amount of involvement in the yedY and a half she has been on the”council
She says 100 nonpublic school children and 16,000 public schocl childreq
were directly involYed in Title III projects in 1972-73,

Peansxlvania: Rev. Paul F. Curran reports g&bd involvement, backed up
by statistics: 884,000 public schbol children and 256,000 nonpublic
school children were directly involved in Title III projects during 1973~
74. He adds: "I believe chat my own long-continued and active involve-
ment at the state level has heightened awareness of nonpublic schools,
their rights and their role and value within the total educational com-

- ) 1]
munity. __:;‘ - o .

s

South Dakota: Siste
the State Title IIT ¢
274 children from
programs in 197

Faith Sitz passed on the following figures from
ffice: 3,249 children from the public schong and
public schools were directly involved in Tit'le TII

N
~

Vermont: Richgrd K. Lane, headmaster of Austzz School for the“Deaf and . .

* a member of thg Vermont cowmeil, reports the ifivolvement of 2,638 non=- i -
public school thi 25,880 public schodl children in Title III .
. projects during 1973. b
- '\ .
Wasbington: ¥sister Virginia McMonagle, a member of the Washington Title | ° "

_ III council for three of its e#ght years, reports "extremely weak" in-

volvement and participation by the nonpublic schools, althcugh she does

note a "slight improvement" sinpe she joined the council. She adds that -

45,000 nonpublic school child should have been Involved in Title III

projects in 1973-74. ¢ "Very few, I believe, were actuzlly involved.".

West Virginia: Reverend Robert H. - Wanstreet sees an improvement in the

"minimal involvement" of nonpublic schools for two reasons: "At the sdate

level, the existence -of nonpublic schools is equitably acknowledged and R
respected;" and ?contacts at the 1local-level have been acknowledged at

the state level." . &

s

Wyoming: Sister Mary Rachel Flynn reports minimal involvement, about the
same as when she joined the council two years ago. '

A}
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In Summary ’

The amount and degrEE‘of involvement as reported in the foregoing
studies is for the most part poor. This is the picture that emerged from
the two studies conducted at-the university level in 1970 by Father Laferty
and the Harvard fraduate bchooliof Education. Father Staib also found
participation to be far from adéquate when he combined his search for
information for his doctoral dissertation with his activities as chair- Ce
man of the Title III State Advisory Council.

In addition, what has been reported to Conpress and what the nqn-
public school representatives on the State Advisory Councils reported to _..
us on survey forms support the contention that involvement is for the
most part spotty and®in need 6f vast inmrovéﬁiﬁf} r//

, _ | [
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Ci’APTER IV

-~ \ ' .
A

JWHY IS PARTICIPATION POOR?
. /

The most frequent reason given nonpublic school administrators

for "poor" participation is "lack involvement'" in planning for the

projects. They cite many‘additich al reasons, however, that reveal prob-

lems at the federal, state and local levels.

.-

, ‘ . '
< THE LOCAL LEVEL R ¢

. The Jocalilevel is "the scene of the action," in the words of one -
nonpublic school administrator, and here is where many of the\p!oblems -
arise. Nonpublic school administrators charge they. are being discrim-
inated against; overlooked; counted as participants when they do not *
even know of the ?xistence of the project; that they are at the mercy

ocal interpretations of federal and state laws and
regulations; and, sometimes, that they are the victims’ of "gross dis-

‘-ﬁahesty, hypocrisy, insensitivity to the needs of private school children

and general Lack of imagination about all education."

By contrast, where there are reports of '"good participation" the
reason is most oftén quoted to be "a long tradition of cooperation between
nonpublic and public education.'" A superintendent of a diocese in the
Northeast section .of the country told researchers from the Harvard )
Graduate School of Education that. "good will is one of the chief factors
in the successful participation of nonpublic schoouls in federgl programs.
The law, like so many others, provides loopholes for persons who lack
this good wil: to' 'graciously' avoid the responsibilities of administer- -
ing the law fairly." K ' ‘

N

Lack’ of Ipvolvement in Planning . -
The nonpublic g§chool representative on the Montana State Title III

Council details whatshappens when the nonpublyt schools are not involve

in. the initial planning for an innovative project: "Because of the.timing

of applications, applicants have a maximum of three months to prepare the

application. ‘Usually nonpublic schools are not brought into the picture

until the last month and then are expected to provide information such

as needs documentation and staffing pattemms. When this occurs, neapublic

school tegzesewtatives usually acquiesce and decide not to actively par-

ticipafe in the project but rather to receive project prepared materials

and inservice training."

oe, ''the public school may accldeﬁtally forget to inclyde the non-—

eéi‘sfometimes, says Delaware nonpublic'ébhool represedtative, William
K
ubiic school in meetings, both planning and inservice.",

- .
L
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Rev. Thomas F. 0'Brien of the. Nebraska State Councii says the non- y
public schools are not involvedqin the initial pdanning because the .®
tendency still exists to think of public school children and then, maybe,

to think of the nonpublic schodl children, instend of thinging of all . .
children." ’ ~ ' T

A different problem is cited'by Jerome Porath, Government Coordinator
.for the St. Louis archdiocgse. Porath says the biggest problem he sees

1s for the nonpublic school administrators in a local area to-get’'a com~ -
plete hearing before the local board of education. 'Unless we are dealing ‘
with a public school administrator who is interested in open discussion, N

we don't have a chance in getting our ideas considered." What we face
sometimes, he adds, is a public school staff member who "is on an ego
trip." The staff member wants his idea gccepted”as he has presented it,
with no modifications. A chain of events then takes over, Porath potes. ~
The recommendation comes before the board of education; the board-defers
to the decision of the superintendent; and he in turn naturally backs the -
staXf member. Whag we need, the St. Louis coordinator adds, 1§ a hearing
befoye the board of education on the needs cf the local nonRublic school

childgen--before any decisions on proposals are nmdes
. !

L 4

LY

Programs that Are Not»Suitable to Nagpublic School Needs °
. . ] P
The Title IIJ regulations state that nonpublic school students- and

teachers mdy participate in the local Title III project if they have -
similar needs. If the nonpublic schcol administrators are hot involved
in planning, however, the chances of nonpublic school needs exactly matchs ~
ing those of the public school are considerably reduced. What happens,
one Midwast superiptendent told the Harvard researchers, is that "nonpublic
school needs, with rare exception§)are neither assessed nor met." .

°

-
-

k]

"The nature of some projects," says Arkansas nonpublic school repre:/
sentatiye William Beck, "is such that they can only be carried out in
public ;Shools. The time element, along with transportation, make it im-
possible\ for nonpublic students to go to a public ‘school to participate

in the projects. ,Louisiana donpublic school representative Charles

Fortier ascertains that "many of the academic programs do not" relatd to
the needs of the nohpublic school students," therefore they are not in-
cluded as participants.

Communication and Inte etation

f

Communication between pub}ic and nonpublic adm;nigtrators and ac-
curate interpretation of the laws, regulations, requirements and purposes
of federal programs are lacking in some areas of the country. This can
result in flagrant violations of the law, as reported by one Midwestern
superintemdent to the Harvard researchers. "Fach lecal district may use
itz owa interpretation of involvement and identificatipn of children,'\ he
said. '"One area has Eig-zagged the target area boundaries and left two
Catholic schools on the fringes. Another has changed direction to preschool

e
S “ 2
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and Fgqllow Through and left our schools with existing programs rather thang
the "ejpanded one. Two others have created centers and all of our children
must Be referred while their children-are automatically included because

of previous, testing. Another district has gone into the training of aides‘
who cannot go ii1to our schools unless accompan%ed by the public school «
teacher. The aldes must leave when she leawves:

Nonpublic school representative J. F, Gusinow of New Mexico cites
as a major impediment to involvement '"the lack of information from the
state and l%cal agencies (on funded projects) and the lack of information
from federal agencies." And Michigan nonpublic school representative
H. H. Zerfas charges that "adminidtrators of LEA's alle, that they do
not know of the requirement to include nodpublic school students."

- One No%&heast nonpublic school administrator reportedfto the Harvard
-researchers “that a "restrictive atmosphere" has heen creafed at the local
: level due.to local interpretation of federal guidelines.

Rev. Michael 0'Neill describes how one project director "communicated"
his project to the nonpublic schools in his area. The project director
claimed there were 11,000 nonpublic school students participating in the
Washington State project. Upon checking, Father 0'Neill found there were
ne nonpublic students participatiag in the project nor had any nonpublic
school in the area been notified of the project's existence. In answer
to questiocning, the project director stated that a notice had been placed
in the '‘public school district's bulletin a year and a half before-~that —
constituted "involvement."

L. Al H. Senske, Secrétary of Elementary and Secondary Schools for the
Lutheran Church-Missouri Synod, told the House Subcommittee on ‘Education
‘of the complaints he had heard from Lutheran administrators. An Iowa
administrator told him, for example, that "communication with local spublic

™ gchool and federal officials is often slow and uncertain; the actual help
is limited; the state-level directives have“been extremely dictatorial;

3 from the public school sector seems to be interested in listen-~

om California, Senske received thé complaint that 'jpublic

tendents, who have the responsibility and directiyes from
eral agencies, are not seeking out Opportunities tp help

v+ - children in nonpublic schools." As a result, the Lutheran school adminis-

trator told Senske, "Epdess the nonpublic school becomes a 'vociferous

squeaky wheel' it is- gE9zed."

,ﬁhen Father Laferty asked project directors who participated in his
study why nonpublic school children were not involved in their projects,
37 percent said there were nr~ nonpublic schools iIn their area; 20 per-
cent said the project was de -igned only for public schools. Seventeen
percent cited "no nonpublic school interest" as the reason for noninvolve-

ment, while only 4 percent said:they werc restricted by state conscitutions.
\

n \

Other Restrictions




Other problems had to do with legal restrictions regarding the partici-
pation of ponpublic schooi children, including the inahility of nonpublic
school children to share i. Title IlI projects during regular school hours,
problems with 1eav1n§ technical equipment on norpublic school propetty,

the lack of compensation for substitutes to allow ncnpublic school person-

nel toattend personnel training workshops. L ‘f/'

Senske passed on to the House Subcommittee a complaint from a Lutheran
administrator who d equitable distribution. very difficult, particularly
in large cities. e local school board can change the rules regarding

eligibility too easilly,”" the New York administrator told“Senske.

. — .
Noninterest and Noncommitment of Nonpublic School Administrators o
— T

Nonigterest and noncommi tment sometimes lead to noninvolvement. Sister
Joan Arnold, a nonpublic school representative on the .New York Advisory
Council, says she found that noninvolvement can sometimes be traced to
lack of interest on the part of the nonpublic, school people.

Father Staib of the Nor*h Carolina Council says he found when he was
doing research for his study that the Catholic schools were experiencing
a high turnover rate in principals. Many of the principals '"had no ex-
perience in working with the public schools nor knowledge of federally
funded programs,' and some Title III project directors were either unsure
or noncommital on the subject of nonpublic school participation. Father .
Staib gives two additional reasons for the rate of nonparticipation he
found: (1) some of the private schools in the state were in noncompliance
with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 19yr4 and (2) unlike sofe other’
Catholic schoql offices around the country, the Raleigh (N.C.) Diocese
could not afford to hire a full-time person to help with federal programs
after passage of ESEA in 1965 and to see that the nonpublic schools were
equitabig involved in the federal programs.

PROBLEMS AT THE STATE LEVEL

Inaccurate and Misleading Statistics

North Carolina's Father Staib noted in hid dissertation some defi;
ciencies in the operation of Title III at the state level. He cites
instances where app&re..cly inaccurate and misleading statistics in project
proposal forms were not corrected by state officials. - In addition, he
says the State Department of Public Instruction did not require a written
evaluation in proposals on the participation uf nonpublic scifpol students.
And, althcough he filled the dual role of State Advisory Council member
and Catholic school superintendent, he did not see projects (in which
there wcs a possibiliiy for nonpublic school involvement) until after they
were funded.

24




The 'Posture' and 'Attitude' of the State Educational Agencies

One Midwestern nonpublic school administrator told the Harvard re-
searchers that ‘the State Department claims it is constitutionally free
to operate any and all programs.... The problem is to break the Depart-
ment's administrative control because the state officer seeks out and
werks with his local public school counterpart and all we really get are
smiles and handshakes." J

"Another nonpublic scﬁool administrator told the same researchers
that "because of the posture of the State Department of Education on pri-
vate education, there is no positive effort on the part of the LEA's
to see that private education receives equitable treatment."

]

State Constitutional Restrictions

The nonpublic school representatives from only two states--Missouri
and OklaQoma—-mentioned state and national Constituticnal issues as strong
impediments to involvement. Gerard Poelker, Missouri's nonpublicﬁgcﬁgBl
representative, cited "Missouri's traditional ignoring the existeffce of
the private sector and its identification of the public school with the
'Protestant Lthic' even though this is in a dying stage.”

Sister Virginia McMonagle of Washington State pinpointed '"the deep-~
seated misunderstanding op the issue of church and state" as a strong
impediment.

. I f

L ]

State Administrative Practices

The researchers who conducted the Harvard study in 1970 asked if
the administrative arfangements under the state plan program approved for
Title III in 1969 were better or worse with regard to the participation
of nonpublic school children. Fifty-three percent of the respondents said
the arrangement made no difference.

A nonpublic school administrator ir the South!gave the researchers
a different view. He said "more Catholic school children were included
in Title III when it was a federal/local program and“the nonpublic schools
were better infogmed on the programs. '"Unger the state plan‘ﬁ?ogram,"
he maintained, "Hwo projects were no longer funded by Title III and we
were denied continuance in one. It seems,'" he concluded, "that' the state
plan reduced the Title III programs available to Catholic school children."

From the nonpublic school representatives in two™large states came -
the view that the nonpublic schools were not adequately involved partly
because the State Departmént—of Education was using some of its Title III
funds to "push pet-projects." What happened in one of the states was that
the State Department of Education determined the statewide needs and local
districts could apply for funds only if they could show similar needs, In ,
this instance, said thc state's nonpublic school representative, the local

* L3
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- districts were "much le-: inclined" to involve the nonpublic schools when

this happened. f

.
14

PROL1EMS AT THE NATIONAL LEVEL

1Y

Legislation: 'The Key to .'Equitable' Partidipation

v
Although 1ocal nonpublic school administrators attribute noninvolve-

ment or minimal involvement mainly to problems at the local and state

level, their spokesmen at the national level tra® the sources of the

rroblems to the unclearlv defined legislative language and to the '"neutral"

stance of the U.S. Office of Education. "The nonpublic schools'

recourse has been iederal actiop to ensure that the Congressional”lntent

of the law is carrled out at the state and local level,'" Edward D'Alessio

of the U.S. Catholic Conference testifjed before Congressional suhcommittees.

"Our experience has taught us,' he said, "that legislatiye languag t

be as free from misinteipretation as possible."

(Note: uscc's propased_chéhges in the legislation; as well as the

language contained in the regulations released on March 12, 1975,
are given later in this report.)

\ N

-
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,C_HAPTER( v

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPROVEMENT

»

"When you get right down to it, the whole success or failure of par-
tléﬁpation in these programs depends ofi the attitude of the public and
private school administrators." That opinion, as expressed by a USOE
spokesman, is shared by some persons. Others contend, however, that there
are many things that can be done at the federal and state levels to make
sure that what Congress intends reqily occurs at the local level, where °
the funds are spent.

This chapter will focus on what is underway and what needs to be
done to provide for the equitable participation of nonpublic school
teachers and students in innovative programs funded under ESEA, Title
III or Title 1V. :

L}

i’?
Include the Nonpublic School in Planning and Evaluation .
The recommendation that,is cited moét often on how to improve the -

participation an involvemengbzz-nonpub]ic school students and teachers
is to ensure thal the local nompublic school is involved in the planning
of innovative projects from the earliest stages. ‘
[

This recommendation is made by nonpubiic school administrators and
representatives as well as USOE's Title JIIf staff. U.S. Commissioner of
Education Terrel Bell put it this way in a November 1974 Briefing Paper )
on Nonpublic Education: "The greatest opportunity for nonpublic school
involvement is at the local ‘level--at the planning stage, wheq_the edu-
cational needs of nonpublic school children are identified and in the
evaluation of the effectiveness of the program."

Nonpublic school representatives on-the State Advisory Councils
agree with Bell but, in the words of Sister Faith Sitzmann of South Dakota:
"More stringent requirements are nefded" at the federal and sfate level
to make .this happen.

Edward D'Alessio of the U.S. Catholic Conference told the Senate
Subcommittee on Education that nonpublic school administrators should
be involved in '"the total planning process" for innovative projects. He
defined this process as including the following activities.

-,
. determination of target areas /
+ dldentification of target population /

participation in needs assesdment
selection of eligible children
consultation in program design
itvoivement in program evaluation.

AV WO N
.
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Allow the Honpublic fchool Initiate Project Ideas

Revererd Michael O'N¢ill, a member of the National Advisory Council
on Title IT1I, says involvcoment in planning from the earliest stages is \
fine, but there's a betder solution. Writing in the January 25, 1975,
issue of America, Father 0'Neill, who is also 'spyperintendent for the

} Spokane, Washington, Diocese, suggests that private'schools be allowed
to initiate project if¥as of their own‘jnd to submit them through the .
local public school district or intermediate school district. "All “the
requirements would be met: the legal applican® would be the public
elucation agency, projecti personnel .(some of whom would come from
the private schools) would be publlc school employees for that project,
all material and equlpmen”r would remain "public school property and the .
project would operate in local public as well as private schools--pre-
suming, of course, that the public 3chools wished to participate."

LEA's should set up a screening committee analogous to the State
4 Advisory Council for the purposes of reviewing proposals initiated by -
‘jr;eachers and administrators in private schools and other cultural and
educational institutions ir the community as well as by public schools,

he suggests. - "This screening committee could decide which project ideas
were most worthy, assist 1n their further development and have the LEA
submit them to the statre as LEA project applications . . . . Even if the

local public school officials opted not to have their children participafe’
in the program, this should not' prevent the proje¢t from being submitted
and funded.”

Another suggestion along this line is offered by Rev. Faul Curfan,

. the nonpublic school representative on the Pennsylvania State Advisory *
Council. He says a good idea originating within the nonpublic school
sector should not die for want of support form thg local education agency.
Iherefore', he suggests that nonpublic school authorities should be able

-~ to design a program and have the state education agency assume resp: .;i-
bility for it, if the local education agency is not interested. He ’
maintains, however, that the nonpublic sci.ool miust keep the dooriopen to
participation by the public schools at some lat r date, if they desire.

-

Ma;y nonpublic school administrators and representatives on State
Advisory Councils recommend that the nonpublic school be allowed te offer
a special component of a project when they cannot be involved in it exactly
as it id written. Why is this necessary? As an example, Father Stgib
says one North Carolina project in reading was not suitable to the eds
of the local Catholic schcool students, but it would have been suitabl®
with some slight modifications.

Nonpublic school representatives on state councils suggest th
minigrang,/a competitive program offering small grants to classroom té€achers
in both the public and nonpublic schools of some states, has proved to
be an effective means of using Tille III to spQ} innovative ideas in both

school systems. N »

o8
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James Seculoff, the nonpublic school representative on the Indiana
council, suggests that LEA's be established for the nonpublic schools.

What the States Can Do : . (\

The following recommendations for action by the state education
agencies were made by the nonpublic schoel representatives*on State Ad- -
visory Councils:

o Thé state should provide workshops for nonpublic school personnel
to make them aware of their rights and duties.--Robert Wanstréet,
West Virginia.

¢ The State Advisory Board that recommends pqojecté for fundin
should check on involvement in planning by the nonpublic school
community.--Sister Virginia McMonagle; Washiygton.

o The state should develop a systematic method of information dis-
semination.--Sister Laura Jean Remington,-Oregon. - -

o The state should-send a list of presently funded Title III pro-
grams to all private schools. It should also fund. a full-time
positign for a nonpublic school representative in the*State De-
partmedt of Education.--J. F. Gusinow, New Mexico. e

o The state should establisﬁ active, on-going local advisory coun- i
cils, which include representation from the area's nonpublic |
schools. The present lack of such councils "means that the as- |
sessed needs of the nonpublic school children are not assessed ‘
when and if needs assessments are determined at the local level." .
~--Thomas F. O'Brien, Nebraska. ]

|

9. When Title III projects are initiated by the state education
“ygency, nonpublic school representatives should be meaningfully
involved in any initial planning.--Sister Joan Arnold, New York.

“ ~

4, ]

o The state should provide funds to appropriate privatel school. .
chief administrators so they can inform local-level people on
the regulations, the funding process and the projects; themselves.
~=Thomas F. O'Brien, Nebraska. I

Father Staib presents a number of recommendations in his study for
the improvement of practices at the state level. He says first of a.l
that the State’Title III staff should systematically explain to LEA offi<
cials the need tu involve nonpublic school pupils and teachers in planning.
Advisory Councils should also be made aware of the mgeed for nonpublic
school participation through an annual briefing, "preferably when ;iew mem- s
bers are appointed." Formal project proposals should include a signed
letter from appropriate nonpublic school administrators ascertaining their
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involvement in planning and operating the project. Once projects get
under way, he adds, the state education agency should carefully check
statigtics on proposal forms regarding "enrollment" and 'persons served
by the project," and the state monitoring team should be required to dc
a "bodycheck" of nonpublic school participants or confer directly with
the nonpublic school administrators.

4
Public and Nonpublic Schools Can Help Each Other .
K ! 5

Another recommendation, aimed at "easing the burden for both public
and nonpublic school administrators,'" is offered By Monsignor Pierre
Dumaine, superintendent of the San Francisco archdiocese. He recommends
that nonpublic schools be allowed *o deal directly with the county inter-
mediate district instead of the local education agency. %In the San Francisco
arch&i:cese, in yhich there are more than -131 Catholic schools, this would

mean \ hat Msgr. Dumaine could deal with four county intermediate districts
instedd of the 42 public school districts. Where there is a single:
privat@-school in a public school'district, Msgr. Dumiine recommends that
the county intefmediate unit could ﬁg\the mediator and the broker, bring-
ing together the public school and the nonpublic school with similar needs.

William Arensdorf, Title I1I consultant for the Nevada State Depart-
nt of Education, suggests that working relationships and involvement
uld improve if local education agencies having nonpublic schools in .‘
eir areas would appoint “a coordinator ‘or central administrator from .
among the nonpublic schools who would act as spokesman for the schools.
This way, Arensdorf says, the local education agencies would have a con-
tact persor with whom they could work. ’

S

~
w

What Needs To Be Done at tPe National Level

|

|

|

|

|

Following are recommendations for improvement at the national level,

as offered by nonpublic school representatives:
{

o USOE should strongly encourage the chief state school officer to
consult with appropriate private school officials in the state
before appointing a nonpublic school representative to the State
Advisory Council. '"Sometimes people in state offices think that
if they appoint a professor from a private college to a committee,

} private elementary and seccndary schools will thereby be repre-
sented adequately," Says Father O'Neill, "I'm afraid to say that

" nothing could be further from the truth."

o USOE should establish a "dcfinite office that would take care of
the nonpublic school participation, especially in planning agd

implementation.'--James Seculoff, nonpublic school representiative
in Indiana. ‘
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‘ tions gre once again publlshed in the Federal Register. _ ' \

h

o "The U.5. Office of Education must provide a 'sign-off' document
for each innovative program, with the sanction being denial of
funding,."--Michigan's H. H. Zerfas.

o "A State Department of Ed-ication which fails to insure meanjng-
" ful participation by private school people should be penalized,"
recommended sevifal nonpubiic school representgtives.

The regulations governirg innovative programs under Part C, Title

IV, appeared in the Federal Register on March 12, 1975. They were open
«for comment for 30 days by the public and for 45 days by the Congress.

They cannot be considered final until revisions are wmade, if called for,

based on the comments; Congress approves the revisions; and the regula-

The regulations, as they appear in the March 12 Register, quote
gxtensively the legal language on nonpublic school participation that is
contained in the law (P.L. 93-380). Earlier drafts of the regulations
had included more of the interpretation of the law that was worked out
by USOE program staff and nonpublic school representatives. Insiders
at USOE say, however, that thé March 12 version, =£ the regulations reflect
the advice of HEW's General Gbunsel, i.e., to quote only the legal language
ih the -eferences to nonpublic school participation. !

Bollowing are some of the recommendations that had been requested
by nonpublic school representatives. These recommendations, they said,
would have helped to avoid the same kind of "misinterpretation” of the
Title 1V regulations that had dcgurred under Title III:

o That the State Educational Agency should require local educational & |
agencies, as a‘'condition for approval of their application for |
funds, to demonstrata concrete evidence of consultation with -
"appropriate" private school efficials. The LEA application

. should also specify the number of nonpublic school pupils and the |
manner in which they will participate in the proposed programs, |
recommended USCC's Richard Duffy and Edward D'Alessio. ‘ -

o That funds to be allocated to the local educational agency for
services, materials and equipment for nonpublic school children
should be based on"how .many such children attend nonpublic
elementary and secondary schools within the LEA's boundaries
and not on how many children reside within the boundaries.

o That any technical assistance provided by the state educational
agency for developing grants and proposals for Title III-type
programs should insure that the requirements for nonpublic school
participation are met.

[N

o Although the lceal educational arency has complete liscretion in
\L appropriating funds under Title IV, its authority should be
qualified by a statement requiring it to consult with the
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appropriate nonpublic school officials. That statement, USCC's
Duffy and D'Alessio contend, meaps that nonpublic gchool offis
cials. must be involved in the "t..al" planning of programs.
\
o' That the regulations should clearly specify that the needs of ’
nonpublic school children do not have to be similar t& the needs
. of public school children and consequently, the services prov1ded\\
them.
. ) .

0 That state education agencies-should establish procedutes for
the State Advisory Council's annual_evaluation of Title IV pro-
grams. "Such evaluation procedures sfould stipulate that aldl
projects funded should be evaluated £s to their effectiveness’
in meeting the needd of children,-their compliance with the
provisions calling for nonpublic school participation, and the

+ number of children served in both public and nonpublic schools." -

o (That the fegulations 3hould require separate persons to represent

~ public and nonpublic elementary and secondary schools on the State’
Advisory Council, 'as indi¢ated by the& House Committee on Education
and Labor. Further, the regulations "should specify that the
SEA consult with representatives of the privateyschool sector
before appointing a representative:of the private schools....
The Regulations should stress (the) community nalure of the State
Advisory Council- and require that a majority of its membership
be composed of ngn-state employees."

o That the SEA's be. made legally responsible for providing for
the "equitable partigipation of eligible nonpublic school children
in Title IV programs" and insuring that "LEA's whose "gpplications
are appw®ved actually provide services, materials and equipment
- for private school children as described in those applicatioms."
o That SEA's may be liable for funds expended for a project in
which there is a "substantial" failure in providigg services for
private school children.
That a uniform reporting and evaluating precedure be initiated.
It should clearly indicate the quattity and quality of nonpublic
schdéol participation in authorized programs.

o

o That the SEA be required to establish procedures whereby LEA's
are prohibited from '"'concentrating’ Title IV funds as to exclude
or make it impossible to comply with the requirements of the law.

#"1f program funds are concentrated-in sih a way, some other
arrangement, such as direct provision of the services by the
! Commissioner, must be made." .

‘o That the regulations should require stat¢s to establish procedures
‘to insure public control and supervision of the services, equip-
ment and materials provided for the benefit of nonpublic school

/Q)<
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students and teachers "and that this be done in such a way as |

to allow for the provision of these services, equipment and ma-

-erials on nonpublic school premises when this is the most ef- i
fective way to serve the needs of nonpublic school children. and

teachers." .

b4 ¢ That state provisions should allow, if necessary, for,éontracting
for services, equipment and materials for the benefit of nonpublic
school children and teachers with other appropriate public agencies.
"The regulations should make it clear that nonpublic school N
employees may be nire: by public agencies for the purpose of pro-
viding such services. Such employees would functicn under the
- control and supgrvision of the LEA."

o

- .

o That the regulations should "explain the implications of the )
" bypass provision and indicate a simple administrative procedure
whereby this can be used when necessary." . ‘
< ) .
o That the regulations shoyld specify that the LEA must provide for
the needs of nonpublic school children by a separate component
under a Part C program (educational innovation and support) if
the needs of nonpublic school. cHQldrenodiffer from the needs of
public school children.

-
3-
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() CHAPTER VI '

WHAT THE LAW PROVIDES; THE NEW REGULATIONS.

i

This Leport fo'uses on Title 1II of the Edementary and Secondary
Education Act, the Jortion of ESEA intended to bolster innovation at the

local level. Funds for innovation were never intended to be the private

domain of the public school system. Instead, students and teachers from -~
private, nonprofit institutions were to be involved as participants, along.

with the local public schools. The first Manual for Project Applicants

spelled out the purposes of the program. It said Title III was designed

to develop imaginative solutions to educational problems; to more effec-

tively utilize research findings; and to create, design, and make intelligent
use of supplementary centers and seTvices. Innovation became the heart ¥

of the prograc in 1967; it remains so today. .

In mid 1974, Congress passed the Education Amendments of 1974; they !
were signed into law by President Ford as P.L. 93-380 in August 1974,
Under the legislation, Congress created a new Tisle IV, which consolidated
seven former categorical programs into a single Title composed of two .
authorizations. Part B of Title lV--called lLibraries and Learning Resources--
consolidates the former Title II (library resources), Title III-of the
National Defense Education Act (instructiohal equipment and minor remodel-
ing), and the guidance.and counseling portion of Title III. Under Part C--
called Educational Innovation and Support--four programs are consolidated:
ESEA Title III (the innovative portion), ESEA Title V (strengthening state
" departments of education), Section 808 of ESEA Tit®e VIII (dropout pre-
vention), and Section 807 of ESEA Title VIII (nutrf*ion and health programs).

The legislatjon.specifies that funds appropriated to carry out the
two Parts of Title IV are, to be used only for the same purposes and for ¢
* the funding of the same types of programs authorized unqer‘the previous
legislation. Thus, although Title III will cease to exist as a separate
categorical program, Congregs has specified in the legislation that states,
should fund innovative projects at'the local level with Part C appropriationms.

Under ESEA Title 1I, nonpublic schools received school library re-
sources, textbooks and othet instructional materials. This thrust continues .
under Part B of Title IV. For the first time, however, nonpublic school
children and teachers are' to benefit from those portions of ‘the legislation
authorizing equipment, materials and minor remodeling.

art C of the program is still competitive, although Congress has
specified that the state educational agency is to pay particular attention
and to help smaller, less able school districts to develop and to operate
programs. ' )

-
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The program will be phased in, with,5Q% of the funds for all pur-
poses included in the consglidation to be ysed for the purposes of the
consolidation il fis¢dl 1976 and 50% to be’used for the categorical pur-

«Pose. In,fiscal 1977, all funds authorized for spending must be used
for the consolidations.

A State Advisory Council on Title 1V ig’authorized, starting in fis-
cal 1976, and one of the stipulations for the council is that there i§ to
,be at least one couricil member who reptesents the state's noppyblic ele-’
mentary and secéndary schools.

A

Each state is required to submit an "annual program plan' which, sgeils
out how it will administer the Title IV program in the fiscal year. As
part of the annual program plan, the chief: stite school officer must sign.
an assurance that the state will meet the legislativ: requitements on -

nonpublic school participation as spelled out in the law-(mainly in Section’

406) and further explained ﬁg the regulaticns on the program.
The most significant aspects of Part IV for the nonoublic schools
concern the reqyirements that: the "appropriate" nénpublic school offi-
cials are to be consulted and involved in planning-in -all mattvers that
relate to the participation of nonpublic school children in the Title IV
program; the law details more clearly the complaint procedure and qhe
remedy to be used by the U.S. Commissioner to provide for benefits to tQ?
nonpublic schools in case of noncompliance by the local education agency
or the\state ‘education agency; and the law specifies that the state is
not to fund any local education agency that does not follow the mandates
of the law on nonpublic school patticipation.
Although the regulations do not specify that nonpublic schools are
to be involved in needs assessment, per se, USOE suggests in its tentative
guideline for administering the program (released in draft form in March
1974) that: .

"The stpite education agency, with the help of local educatfon agencies

schools which are the best sources.of data concerning private schools.
Information on private schools is necessary vecause of the sgate
education agency's responsibility for establishing funding criteria
for the distribution of funds to local education dgencies. Enroll-
ment data is needed for both Part B and Part C purposess It will

be necessary as well to identify for purposes of Part B the numbers

or percentages of chi*dren in private schools whose education imposes
a higher than average cost...."

should“identify those private school leaders, organizatiZns, and

"It is expected that state education agencies will develop state
guidelines for local education agencies to use in working with pri- N
vate school officials.... The application (from the local education
agency) must include information on the manner and extent to which

<
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/ private school officials wer® consulted with reébect to all
matters, including planning, relating to the project."
- A . ‘ .

. The USOE tentative guidelines also say that’ the !'state education agen-
cies must assure that private &thool children receive the Title 1V benefits
to which they are entitled by takimng action.to provide information to local
education agencies concerning the organizational structure of private’ -,
schools in the state. Representatives of local educatiqn agencies and of
private schools should be informed concerning the eligibility of 4nd pgro-
visions for participation By private school children in Title IV programs
and projects." OS

.

As this report went to press, the regulations which explain Title IV
of the Education Amendments of 1974 were still in "tentative" form. They
were published in the Federal Register on March 12, 1975, and were open
to comment by the public for 30 days and by the Congress for 45 days. _

Any substantive changes in the vegulations, as proposed in the comments,
are sug;ect to Scrutiny of the Congregs. v
. - /

The final reguldéions are not expected to be published in the Federal
Kegister until mid-May or later. Nevertheless, each state education agency
has been requested to submit its "annual program plan" telling how it will
administer the program té USOE by June®5. At ‘a series- of meétings held
around the country i:n‘rhxich, USOE officials reviewed the regulations and
issued tentative matgrials to guide statés in Ppreparing annual program
plans. They stressed to state officials that the law must be considered
ag_the last word, while the regulations explaining the law and the ténta-
tive materials issued by USOE officials are, by necessity, subject to change.

- Following is a qummary of the regulations that pertain to nompublic
schopol participation, as contained in the March 12 Federal Register. .
Readers should keep in mind (19 that the regulations are subject to change
upon the recommendation of the public or the Congress and (2) reference
"should be made to the law itself (P.L. 93-380) for specific wording as

ell as the exact and complete ﬁrovisions of Title IV. .(The specific
portions of P.L. $3-380 relating to Titl& IV are reprodueed'in the Appendix.)

Assurance:! Under the annual program plan, the chief state school
officer must assure USOE- that all the Tequirements- of Sec. 406 of the .
.legislation (relating to the participation of pupﬂls and teaqhers in pri-
vate elementary schools)Y’will be met. He also must assure USOE thit each

_application. for .assistance under Title 1V submitted by an‘LEé shall (a)
describe how the LEA will fulfill the requirements on nonpublic school
participation and (b) contain imformation on the folfbwing:

1. the number of private school children 'n the school district of

the LEA .,

2. the number of private school ckidren to be served by the project

and the basis on which such children were selected,

3. the manner in which and the extent to which appropriate private

school officials were—and will be consulted ,
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4. the places at which and the times during which private school
" children will be served, Q\ - i
5. the differences, if any, in the kind gnd extent-of &ervices to
be provided public and private school chifidren and the reasons
. for such differences,
6. the adjustments which the local educational agency has ‘made
to assure that the average expenditure per child for private
'school children who receive benéfits shall be '"equal" to those
“for public school'chiddren. Sec. 134.93 of the regulations
. specify that the LEA shall adjust the average expenditure per
. private school ¢hild if the needs of private school children
with respect to Title IV differ from the needs of public school
children and if the actual cost per child {0 mect the needs
1s greater or less than the cost to meet the needs of public
school children. In any case, the purpose of any adjustments
should be "to assure equitable participation of private school
children im Title IV." °

1f a_snézg_is_pxnhihited_hy.lszquﬁy_its

for the participation ot ronpublic school children, .the chief state school
officer must include a certification to this effe~t, along with a written
intérpretation of the applicabie law.or Constitutional provision(s). The -
certification must be issued by the State Attormey General. 4

Note: Reg. 134.95 requires the local education agency to "consu_t"
with the "appropri.te private school officials" on all matters including
planning, relating to thé participation of nonpublic school children in-
Title IV programs "prior to making any determinations or decisions affect-
ing such matters." As the regulation is written, it does not define "con-
sult” or what "planning" entails, but it is important to realize that the
regulation does apply to each and every aspect carried in the sectiom, in-
cluding: determining which nonpublic school children wil% benefit, what
kinds of benefits, how the number of private school participants is deter-

mined by the LEA, how the provision will be met for "equal" expenditures,
how private school children are included in programs that are concentrated

-on a particular group, attendance area, or grade or age level; the infor-

mation on_nonpublic school children and participation given by the LEA to

’/’/’p///,zhe’stéfe education agency in its project propcsal; how and what kinds of

services will he provided by the state or the Commissioner if the LEA

~= fails to comply with the provisions mandating nonpublic school participation.

Distribution of funds: 1In the annual program plan, the state must
specify the criteria it will use to distribute funds unger Parts B and C.
Under Part B, funds are to be distributed among local educational agencies }
according to enrollménts in public and private schools, "except that
substantial funds must be provided to (1) LEA's whose tax effort for edu~
cation is substantially greater than the state average, but whose per-pupil
expenditure is no greater than the state average; (2) LEA's whith have
the "greatest numbers or percentages of children whose education imposes
a higher-than-average cost per child.'

Although Section 134.15'says the local education agency has complete
discretion in how it will spend the Part B fénds, that discretion is
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' © "subject to Section 406" which calls for equitable partiéipation by non-
public school children and teachers. Section 406 requires that the local
education agency must corigult with the appropriate private school offi-
cials. If the services, materials or equipment are not fehsible or neces-
sary, as determined during the consultation, the local education agency
.still must provide ‘equitab]e" participation of private school children.

.hc needs ot the nonpublic school children do not have to match the
ne:ds of the public school childrens "If private school needs are dif-
ferent," USOE advised, "the local education agency must provide the re-
quested macerials, equipment or service% %o the nonpublic school in
approprlate amounts." "Equal" benefits|are of greater importance than

"equal" expenditures and "in sbme cases, urtequal expenditures may result
in equal benefits," USOE says:
)

Under Part C, the criteria used by the stdte for the distributigp
cf funds must be on an’ equitable basis while recogrnizing the competitive
nature of grantsmaking. The criteria adopted by th: state, says USOE,

—— musttakeinto consideration+t wr&@i‘?&&%ﬁf’ﬂhﬂdﬂﬂ“éﬁfﬁﬁ%u in —
private schools. Smaller dist: 3, "these less able to compete," are to
be provided assistance by the st. 2 education agency so they may have a
chance to compete’ for funds under Part C.

Note: No guldance is prJvided in the legislation itself, in the
legislative history, or in the regulations as to how a local educationt
agency which does not receive funds under Title .V is to provide benefits
to_nonpublic school children under Title 1V.

Single Application: The LEA is recuired under Reg. 134.37 t&.make

{9 a single application for funds under Part B and Part C. This means that
both, parts must be sent to the state education agency at the same time. {
/It does not require the state education agency to make the grants for . f
Part B and Par* C atngpe same time, howe er. : |

Benefits: The LEA, according to Reg. 134-90, is to provide for the
, benefit of private schnol children "secular, neutral and non#deological
services, materials and equipment" authorized pnder Part B and Part C.
This includes the repair, minor -remodeling or construction of public school
facilities as may be necessary for their provisions The control of funds
under Title IV and the administration of and title to materials, equip-~
. went and property must remain with the public agency.

Contrary to past practices unde? Title III, materials do not have to
be capable of being 1removed from the nonpublic school premises each night.
Reg. 134.100 simply says "personal property acquired under Title IV shall
not become a part of the permanent structure of any private school and
must be capable of being installed and removed without requiring remodeling
of the premises." This regulation is based partially on a ruling in the
case of lemon v. Kurtzman. <

o

4

Reé. 134.99 describes who may legally provide services under the act.
‘There ‘are two options: services may be provided by employees of a public
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agency or through contract by the agency with a person, an association,
. agency or corporation 'who or which in the provision of such services"
is independent' of "such private school or of any religious organization."

-No segregation: Reg. 134.161 states thaé‘public and nonpublic school
children shall not ‘be .segregated-in public facilities if that is where
the project is carried out, .

Membership on the State AdGisory Council: Regulation 134.50 requires
the State to appoint separate persons to represent.public and noripublic
elementary and secondary .chools on the 3tate Advisory Council. The regu-
lation also states that the State Advisory Council should, in addition
to the minimum nine members, include such other persons as necessery to
make the council "broadly repres®ntative of the cultural and educational
resources of the state and of the public."

Note: Employees of the State education agenty are not exc1u9ed from
—'———*“’eﬂbefs*&?ﬂ the Council. USGE——adviseﬂ—ﬁTere—‘Lcuui:d—be—rem—rem”——~——————~

if the council were dominated by a person or persons' from the SEA.

The duties and responsibilities of the State Advisoji Council are
given in Reg. 134.53, 134.55 and 134.56. Some of the duties are "advisory"
in nature; others are considered as '"opergtional” functions. The second

' category--the operational functions--are considered the most important
by USOE. Two operatiednal functions are emphas;zed' the annual evaluation
of all Title IV programs and projects for children "enrolled in public
and private schools" and the annual .report to be submitted by the Council
to the U.S. Commissioner of Education.: At the time the regulations we . > =
issued (March 12); there was some puzzlement on what kind of evaluation
Congress wanged and how the State Advisory Cofincil was to do it. It "could
be" the intent of Congress to get an independent evaluation of the programs,
a VUSOE spokesman said but "there is really no reference in the Congressional |
hearings." Apparently, the statés will have discretion in determining - .
how the evaluation is to be done. A proposed guideline from USOE gives
this advice: 'The annual evaluation by the .advisory council of programs
and projects assisted under Title IV might be facilitated by coordinating
it with the required state education agency administrative monitoring of
- the projects.”" 1The Advisory Council is also to evaluate how and how well

the state education agency spends the funds allotted for Parts B and C.

USOE suggests that the council evaluate, for example, the kinds of programs

that are funded as well as the kinds of children and school districts in- .

cluded in the programs, . .

- The annual report prepared by the Council is to cover its "activities,
recommendations and evaluations" and must bec submitted in its entirety
to the Commissioner by the state education agency. It cannot be altered,
although the state education agenqy may submit an objection or counter
statement to accompany the report, USOE says.

The "advisory" functions of the council relate to the preparation (
of the annual program plan, policy matters concerning the administration
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of the plan, the develupment of criteria for distribution of the funds f

and the approval of applications ugder Title IV. Thene is npo specific

wequirement for the council to be /involved in actually approving the ap-

plications for funding.
~

:

The complaint proceédure. Sec. 134.102, provides that any organiza-
tion or individual may file A written complaint on the operation of the
Title IV~ program with the state education agency. The complaint, says
the regulation, can retate to a program or project that is being conducted
or is being approved by the state education agency. As far as nonpublic
8chool participation is ‘concerned, the complaint would deal with whether
or no: "eligible priv t® school children" are receiving benefits "on an
equitable basis." The state education agency must file a report with the -
U.S. Commissioner of Education.within 60 days after receipt of the complaint. ’
THe agency must relate the nature of the complaint and the actions taken
fo resolve the matter. A copy of the lettemmust go tc the individual

4or organization making ihe complaint. If the complaint is not settled
to the satisfaction of the individual or organization, the Commissioner
or the state education agency within the 60-day period, the Commissioner
is required to "review the matter and take appropriate action."

. If the state is prohibited by law from providing for private school
children to participate in the Title' IV programs, as required by the law,
the Commissioner may waive the requirement. The state education agency
shall not approve appli-aticns, however, until the Commissioner has done
so. After the funds are granted, 1f the local education agency substantially
fails to provide for the participation of nonpublic school children on an
equitable basis), Reg. 134.105 says the state education agency may make
arrangements for such participation "either directly or through contract."
If the state education agency does not make satisfactory arrangement "with-
in a reasonable peried of time" (assumedly in consultation with the ap-
propriate nonpnbi*c*schaoi-offictais)i‘af*iﬁgtne i from
serving nonpublic sciiool children, ,the Commissioner 1s charged with ar-
ranging tor the provision of services, according to Reg. 134.106.

When the state musc make arrangements for services to benefit non~-
public schocl participants, the costs are paid out of the funds granted
to the affected local education ageniy. When the Commissioner makes the
arrangements for services, the cost is paid out of the "appropriate allot-
ment of the state's Title IV fends." The payment is withheld from the
state or local education agency until there is no longer any such failure
to comply, the regulations say. Unlike the regulations on Title I, USOE
advises, the Commissioner cannot waive the Title IV requirements for non-
public school participation in districts where the state or local education
agency has "substantially failed" to provide for such participation. This
means that the local ealication agency would lose the Title IV funds that o
would be necessary for the Commissigner to provide services to the nonpublic
school participants.
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\\ Reg. 134.109 says the final actions by the .Commissioner are subject
td the requirements set forth in ,the law, that is, that the Commissioner
must give the state education agency and the local education agency “at
least 60 days notice of his ﬂ,roposed action and an opportunity for a hear-

\ ing. If the state or local education agency is dissatisfied with the

. outcome of the hearing, it may file an appeal with the circuit court,

" asking £5¢ review of the Commissioner's proposed action. .The court has
jurisdiction to affirm or set aside the action of the Commissionery and .
the final decision may be subject to review by the Supreme Court.

. !
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CHAPTER VITI

SOLUTIONS--WHAT SEEMS TO BE WORKING ¢

The Sign-0ff Procedure

In our survey of nonpublic schdol representatives, we asked what they
saw as the strongest impetus to involvement in their particular state.
Several cited the introduction of the "sign-off" procedure, which requires
the appropriate administrator of the local nonpublic school(s) to "sign-
off" on the project proposal before it is submitted to the state education
agency for funding. In states where the procedure has been initiated
the appropriate nonpublic ‘school administrator must sign off on a proposal

r

even if the school's nonpublic school children are not eligible or the

An Active Person at the State Level

Many of the nonpublic‘school'representatives clited the positive effect
on involvement that resulted fréom their membership on and involvement in
the State Advisory Council. Individual representatives reported that their
"prodding" and "concern" was getting through to the state education agenty,
the other members of the council and to the local nonpublic school
administrators.

Jerome Diffley, of the Florida ‘State Advisory Council, reported the
strongest impetus to involvement in his state was "a very vigilant person
working with the Florida Catholic Conference, specifically in regard to

federal programs and participation of nonpublic school children." The
West Virginia nonpublic school representative, Robert H. Wanstreet, cited
a state-level office with responsibility for assuring nonpublic school
partioipation in federal pregrams.

Clearly, said North Carclina's Father Staib, "a 'bird-dog' is needed,
almost full-time." He maintains that "letters, forms, phone calls, and
state and federal paperwork do not get the task done."

The Bygags-—The Weapon’of Last Report
,
"The quickest way o bring people around is

to deny funds and that .is what they should oo
have done in Missouri. That is what I think
should be done in the local schools where

that difficulty arises as well."

These words summed up the sentiment of Representative Albert Quie in
March 1973 upon hearing the testimony of several witnesses from the State
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- of Missouri~--the scene of a long impasse between the state's top education
' ‘officials and advocates of granting comparable b&nefits under Title I to
nonpublic school children. -

‘ > 7
{ Title II1 was also a hot issue in the state, as described by the testi—
mony of Louis DeFeo, general counsel for the Missouri Catholic Conference.
He asserted before the Senate Subcommittee on Lducation in October 1973
that Title III programs in Missouri had been worse than Titl2 I concerning
- participation by the state's nonpublic school children.

3 ’ . Consequently, a brief sketch of both the Title I and the Title III
situation in Misspuri is given below.

2

Title I in Missouri; the, Berrera Case: The advocates of granting
comparable benefits under Title I to Missouri's nonpublic school children
told the House subcommittee that ESEA was both '"obstructed and frustrated
as to the benefits flowing to nonpublic school children for two reasons:
(1) the state's commissioner. of education and the board of education re-

fused to provide equitable benefits, and (2) USOE failed to fully enforce
the laws and the regulations governing the program. o .

In the early days of ESEA, the Missouri State Board of Education
adopted a guideline that expressly prohibited nonpublic school“children:
from participation in Title I due to what they alleged to be state. con-
stitutional limitations. Consequently, the State Department of Education
would not allow personne}l from the public schools to teach childiven from
the nénpublit schools during regular school hours, either in public schools
‘ or in nonpublic schools.

/

In January 1970, however, Missouri's attorney general issued an éffi-
cial opinion that it was not a violgtion of the state constitutiocn to
provide Tit}e I personnel on nonpublic school premises. Nevertheless, the
i and-the-sta ——In-April; a complaint was——
taken to USOE, which called for an investigation of the Title I program
in Misgouri. One and one-half years later, USOE concluded that it _had
found large discrepancies in the per-pupil expenditures for p&blic and nov-
public school children ufer Title I. "While not an absolute criteriom,"
USOE said in its report, 'the comparison does provide an indication that
private school children are not receiving a range ‘and inten-ity of services
which amount to genuine opportunity to participate" in Title I.

Two y%ars after USOE concluded its investigation, the situation in
Missouri was unresolved. Subsequently, those on the side of the honpublic
schools went to Washington to testify before the House and Senatc sub-
commit tees on education.

A suit was brought against Hubert Wheeler, the State Commissioner of
Education, claiming basically that the state was not pr~iding nonpublic
school chil_ren with cowparable services under Title I. The Federal Dis-
trict Court ruled that the state could constitutionally provide proportional
dollar spending for the nonpubiic school students, even though,ghe
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instruction was offered after hours and in summer programs. The Cir-

cuit Court of Appeals reversed the District Court's ruling, holding that

courses offered after hours and during the summer yere not comparable

to those offered in public schools during regular gours. The case then .
went to the Supreme Court (Wheeler v. Barrera).

In en 8 - 0 decision, reached on June 10, 1974, the Supreme Court
said it would not decide whether Title I "requires the assignment of pub-
licly employed teachers to provide gemedial instruction- during regular
school hours on the premises of private schools attended by Title 1
eligible students." The Supreme Court backed the ruling qQf the Appeals
Court that the state had failed to comply with Title I's domparab lity
requirggent. The Couzz;said further that neither it nor the Appeiis(iourt
should| decide whetheg “Missouri needed to provide public school teachexs
to irstruct nonpublic school students on regular school time.: If such®
provision were contrary to state law, the Suprema Court held, the state
and the local educational agency could follow any of the following options:
(1); they could approve a plan that did not require instruction for non-

SCiRco en ti SChnool T s€g, substituting instead e
any plan that complied with ESEA's comparability requirement; (2) they

could change the entire program by elimina O € premises

of the public school and could resort "to other means such as neutral )
sites or summer programs"' (3) they could chbose not to participate in

the Title I program. -

While acceptinglgSOE's definition qf comparability, the Supreme Court’
also added some intefpretation of its own. "'Comparable' does not mean °
'identical,'" and "we do not read.,.the Act (ESEA) itself, as ever re-
quiring that identical services be provided in nonpublic schools,” the

Court said. It added: '"Congress recognized that the needs of educationally
deprived children attending nonpublic.schools might be different than those
of similar children in public schools; it was alsc recognized that in

some states certain programs for private and parochial schools would be

legally /impossible because of state constitutional restrictions, most
notably in the church-state area. Title I was not intended to override
these individualized state restrictions. Rather, there was a clear in-
tention that the assistance programs be designed on local levels so as to
_accommodate the restrictions."

The Court noted that although nonpublic school children are entitled
to comparable services under Title I, they are not entitled to any par— .
ticular form of service. "It is the role of the statefﬂﬁh\iocdl agencies,
not of the federal courts, at least at this stage, to formujate a suit-
able plan." ) )

Title III in Missouri: While the Title I imbroglio was resolved in
the;cqurts, the difficulties encountered in Title III projects in Missouri
were resolved through a differenc mechaniam—-the bypass.

Jerome Porath, Government Coordinator for the St. Louis Archdiocese,
said in an interview for this report that nonpublic school representatives
tried to work with the local school districts, the State Department of

L]
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Education and, "informally,"” with USOE in providing for the equitable
participation of nonpublic school children in two Title III prOJPcts

USOE adgised that the problem should be worked out at the state
level, but nd”accord could be reached. The nonpublic school representa-
tives finally decided their efforts at both the state and local levels
were fruitless -and therefore requested the Commissioner to use the
bypass.

"Formally requesting the bypass was the only way we could get the -
Commissioner to take action,"” says Porath. The State ignored one request
by the Commissioner fortinformation on the situation, and a second evoked
a response that the state would provide bus transportation to nonpublic
school ‘children participating in the projects after school. No provision .
was made to provide services to nonpublic school children durlng regular

hours L4
\ k

Under the bypass, CEMREL, an education Jab in 5t. ﬁouls, was given

a contract to prov1d§ services to the nonpublic school children. Services
~actually began in Fe®Wruary 1973, almost a year after the bypass had been
‘requested. During the following school year, CEMREL provided services to
nonpublic school children in 15 Title III project areas because the state
would not do so. Porath says the nonpublic schools have been well satis- °
fied with the services provided by CEMKEL. But, he adds, "the bypass Lo
is forcing us not to work against it, but at least not to work with, the
public schools." -

The State Board of Education still maintains that, under the Missouri
constitution, public school teachers cannot go into private schools to
provide instruction during the regular school day. On September 20, 1974,
the Directdr of Title IIT in the State Department of Education, sent public
| school superintendents, prineipsls and counselors a memo regarding the de- .
~, Vvelopment of new Title III project proposals for fiscal 1976. The memo said

in part: "Projects which propose to develop 'systems,' provide inservice

training, revise or renew curriculum, or provide other services not requiring

the use of Title III paid personnel to provide direct instructional or sups

portive services to school aged children during the school day, pose few ‘

problems . . . and such projects will be encouraged.” "I'm not sure,”
Porath says, '"that this is looking our for the best interes* of kids in
either public or nonpublic schools."

The Missouri situation is far from settled. Porath says the State
Board of Education has begun proceedings in state courts to try to prove
that federal money becomes state money* and, thereby, is subject to the
restrictions and limitations of the state constitution.

At the national level, all parties (the Congress, USOE, nonpublic .
school representatives) agree that the bypass is to be used as the weapon
of last resort. Nevertheless, the fact that a bypass provision has been
added to Title T legislation under the Education Amendments of. 1974 and has
been retained in the provisions for Title IV attests to its potential use,
if absclutely necessary, in the future. Bypass is preferable, most
parties agree, to a long drawn out court case such as Wheeler v. Berrera.
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Bypass: The WaQe of the Future?

- \

\ :
The .Commissioher not only does nct want to invoke bypgss at the drop '
of a complaint but,\in practical terrs, he wfll not do so. The procedure
that will be followed when USOE gets a complaint will go like this, ac~-
cording to Dwight Crum¢ The jerson inw:stigating the charge for the fed+| -
eral government will t to the state as the first step. There, the |
appropriate person will he asked if the complaint is valid and what can
b done about it, if it 3& If the state program administrator says, fof =
mple, that the school children o1 school district are not eligible,
that will be the end of the\complaint, * The same result is obtained if
the state person says the local nonpubiic school those not to participate
in the project or "signed off™\ on it. '"We relate this information to the
private school person mékihg the complaint," says Crum.

If the complaint is followed\ up by other kinds of facts and informa-
tion "which we didn't get from the state, then it's our responsibility

| to pursue it further," Crum-states: —Genrerally;—he—says; "we—dothistt

3

a program technician, the people who are knowledgeable about the particular
Title." They in turn communicate with the person at the state level who

is responsible for the administration of the Title. If necessary, the
federal and the state person for the particular program go on site. The
process continues--hopefully, until the complaint is resolved.satisfactorily
and without the need to implement the bypags provisionm.

td

 PROGRAMS, PRACTICES, STRATEGIES

Several State Title III coordinators and nonpublic school administra-
tors said in interviews for this report it would be presumptuous to include
a listing of "model" ' programs--that is, programs which are "exemplary"

.

planning, implementing and evaluating Title III projects. They also said
a listing of exemplary programs would present a distorted picture of what
they consider to be "minimal" involvemert.

Yet, there are programs where local or state Title III staff members
have taken the initiative in involvirg the nonpublic schools. There are
also many areas in which the public and the nonpublic schools have worked
together amicably for many years. These cannot be slighted. There are
additional«strong reasons for including sample programs and particularly
for 1nd1cating how relationships have been worked cut. In several in-
stances, st&ps taken by local and State Title III staff members have re-
sulted in clearer guidelines from USCE. .

The following case studies and project descriptions were chosen be-~
cause they indicate current trends and practices of state and local Title
II1 administrators. Some of the projects were included at the suggestion
of .-Title III gtaff in USOE, others due to suggestions from nonpublic school
coordinators on state adviser councils. For example, descripgions are
included of the steps taken Py a state facilitator and by a de_ loper~-
demgnstrator, key roles in USOE's Dissemination/Dhffusions Netwdrk. These

~
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- are the projects funded with discretionary «funds granted to the Commissioner
of Education. As such, these are the programs in which USOE has the most
direct contact and control.

The Title III program in Philadelphia is_déscribed because the city
is frequently cited as op&.in which the relationships between the public
and nonpublic communities are .about the best in the country. Yety this
is a change over the situation about four to five years ago. Additional
descriptions are included of projects in Rhode Island and Louisiana and
of one project in 'Cleveland, Ohio, which has cost very little but con-
tributed much to the area'q,Lutheran Memorial School. Project I-C-E is
included because staff members of this Wisconsin environmental proj¥ct
have always encouraged nonpublic school participation for two reasons:

(1) they were following the state guidelines_on Title III and (2) they

believe all teachers should be teaching about the environment. The final
project included in this chapfer describes a Title III project which seems
to be changing the stPucture of teaching in the state of Arizona. ,Teach-
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in this fledgling but well-received project are equally enthusiastic about
.o the results in" their schools. . . 4

How A State Facilitator Provides 'Equal Opportunity'

In Massachusetts, State Facilitator David Crandall is setting what
may be a precedent in the area of involvement of nonpublic school .nildren
in federally funded projects. As a Title III State Facilitator, Crandall
is responsible for making educators in the entire stat® aware of mogel,
validated projects-and for helping them to adopt the project that meets
the needs of their schools.

In fulfilling their roles, State Facilitators usually inform the

' “public schools in the state of their activities and then depend on the

public schools to tell or involve the nonpublic schools. Crandall, how-

) ever, has decided to follow the more direct route of informing the nonpublic
schools by making contact with them individually instead of 1etting the
burden rest with' the public schools or with the nontﬁblic schools' diocesan
offices or state associations.

.
L]

Crandall's strategy is the following: He sends out "initial awareness
packets" to the superintendents of public school districts and to build-
ing principals of nonpublic schools. This year's packet contalned brief
descriptions' of 41 validated projects in areas as diverse as reading/
languag;‘instructiong special education, administration,\interdisciplinary
programs' and learning environments. :

public school principals, it would have been up to the public school ad-
ministrator to seek out and find his local nonpublic school counterpart in

\

|

|
Crandall says if he had not sent the information directly to the non-
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order to ask them if they were interested-in aupartiuular project. This
method tends to limit the nonpublic school to the project chosen by the
public school. Crandall ruled out contact through the nonpublic school
agencies because the largest group--1,200 Catholic schools~-were grouped
under only four administrative agencies or diocesan offices. This would
have meant that the word may or may not have filtered down in 'time for the
nonpublic school at the local level to express an interest in adopting

one of the validated programs. Crandall simply short-circuited the process
by going directly to the building principals of the nonpublic schools.

USOE's Title III office is now telling state facilitators they may
follow either the type of strategy used by Crandall or the more commonly
used method of informing the public schools and then letting them bear
the responsibility for informing and involving the nonpublic schools in
their plans for participation.

Crandall says it's relatively easy to work with the nonpublic schools
in his state because "we've been in existence for about five years and
have worked with both the parochial and private schools in addition to the
public schools." The earlier Titlé III project directed by Crandall,
the Network of Innovative Schools, aimed at bringing together the public
and ‘honpublic schools in order to mprove educatiocn throughout the state.

In an interview, Crandall reported that the mailiﬁg of initial aware-

' ness packets to the 1,200 nonpublic school principals drew a response from
approximately five percent of the schools, with additional requests for

more information received by the project office somewhat later. Those

who rerponded, from both the public and the nonpublic schools, received

a det2iled catalog on the 41 validated projects. !

, Crandall's Diffusion Assistance Project, its official name, works
W*wmmmmmwwmmmmwﬂr—w— —
"potential problems as possible before schools are invited to send repre-

sentatives to training sessions. Crandall says he always tries to get

complete ‘support for any project from the local administrators, the class--

room teachers and the parents. He does this by involving representatives

of each group in the planning.and needs assessment of the community prior

to the launching of the project. In this way, he adds, the interested

groups come to a consensus about the school needs before the project gets -

under way. |

J

The next step in the Massachusetts diffusion plan is to invite public
and nonpublic schools that have expressed interest in adopting any of the
validated practices to regional conferences around the state. Here,
they are given fur%ner expganation of how the diffusion strategy works,
that is, the steps involved in adopiing an ei ucational practice and get-
ting it to the "success" level in their own school.

Crandall and his staff then set up "clusters" of schools interested
in adopting the same practice in order that training and follow-through
can be conducted in geographically close areas with maximum efficiency.

.
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The staff also tries to work with clusters of schools in order to facilitate
S ecollaboration between schools. Adopting school districts are invited to
send personnel to training sessions and they receive follow-up help .as
long as they need it from Crandall and his staff. Initially, a staff mem-
. ber meets dnce or twice a month with a "cluster" of schools involved in
adopting specific projects, as well as on an individual basis,

As the State Facilitator, Crandall says he can help schools interested
in adopting a project to defray at least part of the cost for expenses
such as consultants and materials. The exact amount depends on the need
of the school or districf, with the maximum set at $1,500. The school .
or district must assume most of the cost of adopting the project. "What
we are trying to do," shys Crandall, '"is to show the schools,\public ané
nonpublic, that we can help them to develop a successful educational prac-
tice in their school for a fraction of ¢the cost if they did it by another
met.hbd." N

R

"At this point," Crandali concludes, "we are not forcing equity in

participation. It's handled by virtue of the fact that all schools--the:
public and the nonpublic schools—have an equal chance to incorporate suc-.
cessful educational practices."” )
. ’ For more information, contact David P. Crandall, Executive Director,
. Massachusetts Diffusion Assistance Project, Mechanics Street, Merimac,
Mass. 01860 (617/367-8181). A *

Can Nonpublic Schools Be Involved in USOE's Model Programs? "

Can nonpublic schools take gdvantage of the training offered by USOE's
model programs--that is, those funded under Title III, Section 306, as.
. developer-demgnstrator projects? Yes, in fact they are encouraged to do

L _4_39,433_1ndica:ed‘by,xecenrly,apprnyed_ctiLexia_LSeegpageAEBA_rn_éll+_

In che past, just what the developer/demonstrators were supposed to
do and what their responsibilities were to the nonpublic schools were un-
clear. In New York State, however, Frank Thompson, Director of the ECOS
Training Institute, has served the needs of the 47 BOGES (intermediate
units in New York State) plus the needs of nonpublic school staffs from
as far away as Minneapolis/St. Paul and Omaha.

Thompson provides training in how to incorporate local and national
environmental concems into a school's total curriculum. A nonpublic school
administrator in his home state was the first to have nonpublic school
staff trainéd at the project 'site. She contacted USOE's Title III office
asking how the school could be involved in Thompson's demonstration program.
USOE referred her directly to Thompson. The first step he took after
receiving the request was to inform all public school districts through
the BOCES operation and nenpublic schools through their state ogganiza-
tions of the availability of training at the project site. The Rroject
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staff worked out a figure for equitable participation by Both the public
and the nonpublic schools, based on_ the number of children enrolled in
the interested schools. Then, training began.

Thompson says he has had‘no problems in working out participation .
and the projgct is moving along smoothly. He advises other developer— .
demonstragors there are steps they can take to avoid any possible ;;nflicts. -
"As a matter of good judgment in a potentially controversial area" he says,
"'developer demonstrators should first offer the program to the public
school. If it declines, then go to the private school and let it partici-
pate alone," He follows his own advice by offering training to the-inter-
egted public school, followed by training for the nonpublic school staff.
If the nonpublié school initially requests the training, Tnompson goes
to the public school to find out whether or not -{t wants to be iavolved
in the' project. If the public school' declines, Thompson offers training
to the nonpublic school alone, as requested ) ,

¢ A

For more 14£9fm§tion- CQuLacxlfrannisllllThompson ADireotnr ECOQS

Training Institute, 833 Fox Meadow Road, Heights, N.Y. 10598 (914/2ﬁ?-69l9)

‘(Note: A complete listing of the current Developer-Demonstratorsf-
model programs--and the Title III State Facilitators-appears in S
" the Appendix.)

' y
Philadelphia Offers 'Exciting' Examples of Public/Nonpublic Projects

"Philadelphia has the most exciting examples of

public/nonpublic cooperation in the ‘nation.

Title

-

III has significantly fostered that cooperation."

-

s

Reverend Paul F. Curran has made that statement as the nonpublic school

e

——-4———~——repfesentatﬁve—on*the—Pennsy1vania—StatE‘Advtsory“Coﬁnéil_on‘TTfIé‘III‘
Other knowledgeable ‘nonpublic school administrators back up his view by
referring to Philadelphia when they want to illustrate that involvement '~
of nonpublic schools in federally funded programs can work and that a co-
cyerative: effort between the public and nonpublic schools 18 possible. ' .

Father Curran says 256,000 nonpublic school children were directly
involvéd in Pennsylvania's Title 1II programs in 1973-74, along with 884,000.
students from the public sehools. In the tity of Philadelphia, 54,000“
public school pupils, and 17,000 nonpublic school pupils participated in
Title III programs. Yet, only four years earlier in Philadelphia, the
picture was quite different. At that time, 1969, Msgr. Edward Hughes testi-
fied before Congress that "cur degree of participation in Title I and Title .
III has hardly ‘been 10 percent although 35 percent of Philadelphia students
were ¢nrolled in Catholic schools."

Why the change? Father Curran says the public and the nonpublic school .
systems in the city realized that it was ''good public policy" to work - '

| A Yy T
' 50 .
. , . n . L
N 54 o _ | ; :
‘ 5 i «
| C v




closely together, due to the sheer numbers of students who were enrolled

in the nonpublic schools. In the past four to five years, the picture

has changed considerably. 'We just have to accept the f:ct that in our

city or in any urban center, it takes a long time to work out the problems."

In the end, involvement comes down to commitment and cooperation,
Father‘Curran states. "It amounts to the availability of an administrator
at a‘'regsonably high level--a superintendent, for example--who will give
some time and push for nonpublic school involvement." Otherwise, he adds,
the nonpublic school official *ave no effective powers of. initiating
projects. Another source of particular difficulty is the "competitive"
nature of Title III‘which is unlike Title I, where equity is much easier
to get," " e says.

Fathe. urran says the strongest impetus in tlie state for the involgg-
ment and participation of nonpublic school children was the introduction
of the sign-off procedure. "Underlylng this, however, has been the fact
that ESEA has led to a continuing and dynamic relationship between public
and nonpublic chools in the state." He added: "It is difficult for ~
strangers * ‘s r’. together; ESEA has helped to make acquaintances and in-
deed friei ' .mg the tdtal educat.onal community." P

.o

Currently, the difficulciss seen by Father Curran in his area are
‘the "Failu;ing of projects and the lack of nonpublic school involvement
in planning. 'Proposals are frequently tailored to a specific publi school
or school district and their needs. There are still times, walso," he adds,
"when nonpublic schools are drawn in at the last minute."

r

The cooperative spirit in Philadelphia between public and nonpublic
schools exists, as Father Curran states, because it's a matter of "good
public policy." The ideca also received additional support under a Title
III grant which helped the schools set up Joint Public-Parochial Planning
Councils in the eight subdistricts of the city.

Under the Title III project, each Council brought together students,
parents, teachers and administrators in a joint effort to plany direct and .
work together on Title III activities. The secondary aims of the Council
were to open the lines of communication between the parents of parochial
and public school children and to allow students, paren%s and teachers "to
gain an increased awareness and understanding of the cultural diversity
¢f the various communities in Philadelphia." .

During 1973-74, the thirty programs sponsored by the Joint Planning
Council involved almost equal numbers of public and parochial schools.

In five of the thirty programs, Father Curran reports that public and non-
public students met for programs during :regular school time. Most of the
classes met once or twice a week for ohe to two hours. Activities rapged
from academic programs in reading, science, gpanish and ethnic studies

to e arts, trades, sports, cooking, music, drama, volleyball and commun-
ity service.

During the third year of the Title III Joint Councils, a fufi—time
citywide coordinator was named. Working with him were a parochial school
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counterpart and other staff members at the Catholic archdiocesap office,

The number of public schpols taking part in Title ITI programs increased S~
from 35 to 62 and the pumber of Ponpublic schools t from 31-to 68. ;> R
The number of students participating in the programs e from 2,925 to ' g

4,631. The most significant change, however, took plac® in the number
of cooperative programs conducted during regular school hours. _They in-
creased from 5 to 20.

«

. |
' The Joint Public~Parochial Planning Councils have been strongly sup- |
_ported by both the School District of Philadelphda and the Archdlocesan 1

School System. The budget officer in each of the ght subdistricts of

the public school system spends from 2 to 5 percent his time on the

project the district coordinator spends "10 to 5Q percent of his time on the

proj!ct, according to a booklet on the Joint Planning Councils entitled

. Building Bridges. In addition, teachers, principals and district super- .
intendents are involved in the project during regular school hours. |

Following are ‘brief descriptions of some of Philadelphia's Title ITI
programs that foster public/nonpublic school cooperation:
’
. |
g 0 Six schools, broken into three pairs of one public and one non-
public school, are involved ih an ethnic studies program calkled
"Operation Understanding." Teachers, parents and volunteers
teach the course to fourth and fifth graders. Four days a week,
the public and nonpublic students meet in their respective scho.ls,
with a once-a-week meeting jointly, with the site alternating
between the public and parochial school.
. o Fifth to eighth grade pwpils from cv}pubnc and two nonpyblic / }
schgols meet twice a week fpr a program in home economics, graphic
arts, music, typing, metal shop’ and woodshop. In one and one-nalf
7 houz sessions, studeut -grovps are taught by teams of public and
parechial teachers in cycles of eight weeks duration., Fourteen
teachers, "150 students and one paraprofessional are involved in
the "Joint Shops Program."
- o Forty elementary students 'of a.public and nonpublic school meet
daily after school to learn basic gkills in physical edgcation.

o Fifth to eighth graders in 2 public and a nonpublic schodl meet
twice wpekly at each other's schools in order to develop a chorus
capable of community performances. Involved in the project are

. .sixty pupils and four teachers. \

o In a minicourse project, mixed groups from a publfc school, a
w nonpublic school and & technical/vocationgl school meet once - )
weekly during regular school hours to participate in typing, (

photography, m.3ic, woodshop, beauty culture, sewing, baking,

swimming, cross—age tutoring and televiaion-assisted reading. ~ /

e Twelve teachers, fifty elementary students and seventy-five

erondary students are participating in the program.
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o Paired classes of public and nonpublic students in fourth through
‘sixth grade are ‘'studying physical and life sciences in "hands-
on" experiences with Elementary Science Study materials. Six
hundred sgudents, two paraprofessionals and eighteen teachers
are involved.

o Two teachers and sixfy-eight students from a public and a non-
public school are participating in seven week courses to develop
the ability of .third graders to write and discuss stories in a
joint language arts class. )

o High school students from two public and two noppublic schools
are being trained in tutoring skills in the areas of reading and
mathématiés.t,ln for sessions, over a period of fifteen weeks,
all held at the put grade school, the students are being
trained to tutor el wentary students in public and parochial
schools. *

o Special education students from a public and a nonpublic school
take part in a once-a-week, during-school-hours program to develop
their physical, motor and social‘ skills. Sports a-~tivities for
the children include a track and field, softball, soccer and move-
ment activities.r * .

o Four hundred students and two teachers from two private and one
public high school take part ih a community service project. Stu-
dents make weekly trips to a state mental hospital and an old-age
home to visit the patients, serve dinner and to get invplved in
recreational activities.

These are but a few examplee of the many activities 1anlving both
public and nompublic scheols in joint ventures. Others include many types
. of enrichment activities, training of parents and high schoql students as
\Ezggsfoom aides and tutors, planning and discussion sessions by groups -of

teachers or students on specific topics, bicentennial activities, environ-
mental and community awareness projects.

e handboc™ -n the Joint Planning Councils, Building Bridges, is
available from Charles Colgan, School District of Philadelphia, Administra-
tion Building, 21st Street South of the Parkway, Philadelphia, Pa. 19103

(Phone: 215/448-3441), \
- , A Y
'Rhode Island: Nonpublic Schools Initiate Grants -

1n Rhode Island, a part-time consultant for the nonpublic schools
working in the State Department of Education seems to be having a positive
influence in the amount of involvement of ‘nonpublic school children in
federally funded programs.. The consultant is Sister M. Rosalia Flaherty,
who has been 49 the job oniy a short period of time. 'We are feeling her
presence,' say the state‘’s Coordinator of Innovative and Handicapped Pro- '
grams, Richard Harrington. Oﬁg\of Sister Rosalia's jobs %s to review

4
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applications for federal grants to ascertain whether the applicant has
provided for the participation of nonpublic school children, if appropriate.

Additional support for nonpublic school involvement comes from
Harrington himself. He sqys he is personally committed to serving the -
needs of all chlldren, rexardless of the kind of school they may be ’
attending. .

The state's nonpubli schools are encouraged to get involved in
Title III projects, even. to the point of initiating g project through

the local education agency. rollowihg federal regulations, the state re-
quires the local education agency to apply for the grant and to administer
it, which means that the superintendent of the local education agency must
ag;ée to the proposal by the nonpublic school and must sign the aﬁplicatiog.
In these instances, of course, the state requires.the nonpublic school to
ask the public school if it wants to be a co-participant in the grant.

The two Rhode Island projects described below were chosen because
they involve only students or teachers in a nonpublic school. The St.
Xavier Academy project ls requiring change on the part of all teachers in
the Academy. This project is an example of a case where the nonpublic
school has the flexibility to make changes that the public school cannot
Harrington said in an interview. As with any Title III project, the idea
is to provide a testing ground for an idea that could proVe to be workable '
not only in the pilot schanl’,} but one that could spread to other schools
upon evidence of effectiveness. .

Guidance and Individualized Instruction: A concept originally developed
under a Title III minigrant is now receiving additional support under a Title
III grant to the,same school, St. Xavier Academy. The school, run by the
. . Sisters of Mercy, serves 527 students from the Providence, Rhode Island, area.

The concept, Saturation Learning, allows for individualized instruction
by saturating a student in one area of study for approximately nine weeks.
In that amount of time, most students- are able to complete a year's work.
They receive credit when they have mastered the subject and immediately
be}in another course. Through the system, students are able to earn the 16
credits necessary for high school graduation before the end of the junior
year. They may stay, however, as long as necessary to complete the required
number of courses. All teachers in the system requ1re retraining so they
are able to teach in the manner required for Saturation Learning. The stu-
dents not only receive individualized instruction via the Satura:ced Learning
Approach but they are provided individual aifention in a counseling program.

The backbone of the total program, says Sister Marie Andre, the Project
Direetor, is the innovative use of teacher-counselors. This replaces the
aditional hcmeroom system. Each teacher-counsclor meets twice daily
th a group of 15 or less students and with individual students as neces-
sary. Students choose the teacher-counselor they prefer, so the groups
are mixed by age and grade level. r

Under the Title Iil/ééant, the project director must keep a contin-
uous written account of the process and procedures used to plan and run
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the program so that other schools interested in replication will be able

to take advantage of what has been learned during the year. The school

is open to visitors who want to take a firsthand look at "Saturation Learn-
ing" and to see the teacher-counselor program in operation. For more in-
formation, contact Sister Marie Andre, RSM, Project Director, St. Xavier
Academy, 60 Broad Street, Providence, Rhode Island 02903 (401/421-2515) .

\

Bringing Together Parents, Teachers, Students: The Cumberland (Rhode
Island) School District says it will incorporate any "beneficial aspects" -
of Project GROW, 'a Title III project operating at a private school in its

‘area, the Mercymount Day School. The Cumberland Scheools' superintendent

included this statemen part of the applicatign to the sfate for funding
of the nonpublic schoqf project.

Under Project GROW, small groups of parents, teachers and students
come together weekly t¢ discuss how the educational process shonld be
changed to better meet the needs of the students. In addition, the project
is trying to fill the communication gap that exists among members of the
groups. Two consultants, nne in education and one in guidance, work with
the groups. -

The Day School's description of the project says representatives from
the public schools were involved in planning the project and one of the
public school staff also volunteered to help in the evaluation. The.project
will complete its first year of funding under Title IIT in June 1975. For

more information, contact Sister Mary Pendergast, RSM, Projec.t Dirertor,

55 Tanner Street, Providence, Rhode Island (401/861-1377). ’
t . .

\ |
Louisiana Projects Show 'Early Involvement' N |

* |

Program for Low Achievers in Mathematics (PLAM): A Title III project |

in Lafayette Parish, Lafayette, La., aims at developing a positive attitude

toward mathematics, specifically, and school, genérally, among low achievers
in the public and nonpublic schools of four parishes (counties).

Dale Ffederick, Director of PLAM, says personnel from the nonpublic
schools were involved in the project "as early as the planning stages."
Frederick reports that 3,066 public school students and 217 public school
students were involved in the project during fiscal 1974, the year in which
it was yalidated as an "exehplary" project suitable for adoption by other
school éistricts. )

: \
The project'provides intensive inservice training to teachers. During

« fiscal 1974, five nonpublic school teachers and 35 public school teachers

participated in the training.

The mathemat: teacher in each parish was responsible for visiting
the nonpublic schools and providing them with materials such as mathematics
booklets developed especially for the low achiever. The supervisor of the
diocese and the principals of the schools serve as liaison persons in the
project. For more information, contact Dale Frederick, Project Director,
Lafayette Parish School Board, PO Drawer 2158, Lafayette, La. 70501 -
(318/232-2620) . . , .
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Individualized Reading Instruction for Students (IRIS): 1IRIS is in,
its third year as a Title III project operating in Rapides Parish, i
Alexandria, La. Its purpose is to-provide personalized reading instruc-
tion in which a student competes with himself in reading achievement rather
than with other students. Walter B. Gatlin, Project Director, reports the
involvement of 543 students in grades 1-12 and 32 teachers from the public
schools as well as 210 students and 13 teachers from the nonpublic schools.

Gatlin says nonpublic school participation was initiated in the early
planning phase of the project by Travis Funderburk, Assistant Superintendent
of Instruction for the Rapides Parish (public) Schools. Included in the
planuing weére the superintendent of the diocesan schbols, the principal

, of the nonpublic elementary school and the guidance counselor for the
nonpublic secondary school.

All services of the project, Gatlin says, are equally provided to
the public ‘and nonpublic participants. The services include: inservice
training for all teachers and aides; materials and equipment to all schools
on the basis of school needs in relation to the projecty computer services
to all-schools; supervision of the project in all schools by the Title III
staff; and testing services to all students. !

AN -7

Every six weeks, each nonpublic and public schoolfis provided computer ‘\
printouts which track student progress, the effectiveness of materials used
and other data gathered by the project. Serviees provided to the nonpublic
schools participaants are offered within the nmonpublic schools "as gt orgoing
process of the instructional program," Gatlin states.” He concludes that .
public and nonpublic participants are succeeding equally well in the project.
For more information, contact Walter B, Gatlin, Project Director, Rapides
Parish Sehool Board, PO Box 1230, Alexandria, La. 71301 (318/442-1301) .

Volunteers for the Public(and Lutheran Séhools .

Project Utilize, Cleveland, Ohio, did what the local Lutheran Memorial
School had wanted to do for a long way. It providel funds for the training
[ of Yglunteers and for the teachers who would be working with the volunteers.
The Lutheran Memorial School is an interparish school operated by Christ,
St. Luke and Trinity Luthdran Churches on Cleveland's west‘side. Enrolled
are approximately 200 pupils from age 4 through the eighth grade.

The Cleveland Public Schools invited the nonpublic schools to partici-
pate in the Title III project and included on the advisory committee teach-
ers, principals and supervisors from both the public and nonpublic schools.

Under the projects, administrators and teachers attended seminars on .
the use 0 volunteers in the classroom, and the volunteers were trained
in several sessions.

Following is the description of what the wvolunteers contributed to

the classrooms, as contained in the "Innovations Notebook" published by
the Lutheran Church-Missouri Synod:
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hY
- "The volunteers were asked to come to the school once a week.
_Each’ volunteer worked individually with three students for one-
half hour each.’ The session was designed to make learning fun.
The pupils selected needed help in either reading or math. The
child was given a ten item pretest on a specific skill on which
he was not able to achieve more than 20 percent accuracy. After—
working with the volunteér, the same test was administered.
When the child mastered 30 percent accuracy on the test he moved
to a new skill. The process then was repeated.ﬁ

v

.

\

¢ .

The Notebook reports that most of the tegchers who utilized the ser—
vices of a volunteer this year have requested a volunteer for next year.

Additional teachers have requested help. And, "the present volunteers
have promised to return in the fall."

-

Environmental Instruction for all of Wigconsin

Project I-C-E, under the enthusiasticﬂleadefship of Project Dired¢tor
Robert Warpinski, reports that it has encouraged all teachers to incorpo-
rate environmental concerns as an integral part of instruction for all
grades and subject areas. In operation since 1969, I-C-E (Instruction-
Curriculum-Environmer’t) has a whole region to draw on—which means a po-
tentlal audignce of 53 public schoo;idistricts and 122 nonpublic schools.

I1-C-E materials and services include environmental education guides
for all K-12 subjec.s, an environmental resourcé materials centers, con-
sultant and special program services for schools and commumity groups,
training and outdoor workshops for teachers and a monthly newsletter.

2 ¥

Warpinski,, in describing n8npublic school participation inC;he project,
quotes the Wisconsin Guidelines for Title III. They specifiﬁally state
that funded projects must shos evidence of nonpublic school participation,
observation, visitation, and/or dissemination of information." Conse-
queritly, he says, Reverend Richard Kleiber, then the Green Bay Diocesan
Superintendent of Schools, was a member of the initial task force in 1968.

" ' -

As planning progressed, Reverend Mark Schommer, Diocesan Director ]
of Instruction, became a member of a four-person planning team to carry
out the needs assessment and. to write the first proposal. During 1969-70,
as districts surveyed their local needs, the project directed that four
of the representatives on each 21 person committee were to be from the
nonpublic school sector. In the final aspects of the needs assessments,
13 nonpublic schogl principals joined the 53 district administrators. In
each case, the number of nonpublic school representatives involved in
various aspects of planning was based on the proportion of nonpublic school
students (20 percent) in the State of Wisconsin., | ’

The advisory board for the project is drawn from the three regional
service agencies in the area. Each agency has four representatives, includ-
ing the coordinator, two pyblic school representatives and one nonpublic
school representative.

57 '

61




The major activity of the project--the development of the anironmental
education curriculum guides—-involved 36 teachers from the nonpublic schools
(mostly Cathelfc and Lutheran) and 199 from the public schools. Every
school and district in the project area received an appropriate (grade
level/subject area) master set of the environmental guides, Warpinski says.
This means that 122 such sets were sent to the nonpublic schools with
individuval requests from teachers honored on a complimentary basis.

The nonpublic schools also were involved in pilot testing the emviron-
- mental program andd in the inservice training. Three of the 13 area schools
that serves in the pilot effort were nonpublic schools (two Catholic, one
Lutheran). "General inservice to introduce the environmental education
program and project services to area teachers included numerous nonpublic
schools," Warpinski says. ’

The Green Bay Catholic School Diocese helped in the dissemination
of the project by making available free booth space at the Catholic schools'
annual teachers conterence.

In -addition ‘to free distribution of the 39 environmental guides to
local teachers, the services of the Resource Center and the distribution
of the project's newsletter, all project staff members, incluaing the
environmental education .specialist, are available to all area schools.
"There has been no distinction between-the public and the nonpublic schools
in all these service functions," Warpfaski notes. They include special
programs, inservice, workshops, individual,or small group plamning and, in
some cases, specialized activities such as assisting with field trips and
camping programs. :

When asked when and where project services were made available to
nonpublic school participants, the project director replied "any time and
any place." '"Being a broad regional project covering all or parts of
thitfeen counties, the concept of serving nonpublic schools on public
premises is generally impractical." Iastead, he says, specific needs and
circumstances dictate the time and the place of the programs and services.
Although many grougf of nonpublic school staffs have traveled to the
Resource Center for inservice programs, others have beéh\sznducted at
nonpublic school facilities when travel was a problem. Public facilities,
such as a county arena have been used, as have the county park when a
field trip was planned. "Timewise, school hpurs, after school, evenings
and weekends have all been used for service functions,”" the project di-
rector reports. . -

Warpinski maintains that the project has been equally successful X,J'
with both the public and the nonpublic &ectors "because environmental
education 1s nonsectarian." TIf anything is different about the two sectors,
he adds, it's the fact that the "nonpublic schools, because of pure eco-
nomics, generally demonstrate a greater eagerness and enthusiasm when
services and materials are available at very low cost or witk : t any charges.
Similarly, they are more given to expressions of gratitude f.. Title III
gervices and that it does not discrimtnate against them."
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For more information, contact Robert Warpinski, Project Diréctor,
Project I-C-E, Cooperative Educational Services Agency No. 9, 1927 Main
Street, Green Bay, Wisconsin 54301  (414/468-7464).

Z ' ’

Insegvice Training Plus Administrative Commitment

In Arizona, a Title III project called ACIL (Arizona Consortium for
Individualized Learning) is attempting to change instructional methods
and classroom attitude in the state's public and nonpublic schools. ACIL,
which was adapted from a Utah validated Title III project known as U-Sail,
is teaching teachers how to manage their classrooms, to group students
for maximum learning, to be flexible in the use of time and materials and
to allow all students "to experience the benefits and the joy of leamrning
on their own in a learning center." (For a more complete descrii ionm,
see the article on ACIL in the Summer 1974 issue of the TitIe III Quarterly,
published by the Neational Advisory Council on Supplementary Centers and
Services.)

. Although ACIL first started in mid-1973, the immediate demand was so
great that the project could nbt keep  up with all the requests for in-

service training from public school districts. In the first:year, dis- -

tricts enrolling approximately 9,000 students became involved in the project.

At that time, one nonpublic school in the Phoenix Diocese participated

in the program. The superintandent of the Diocese was a nonvoting member .

of the ACGIL Executive Board. -

During the second year of the project, nonpublic school participation °
was expanded to the Tucson Diocese with two schools involved. Forty-five
teachers in the schiools, with 1,350 students, were involved in ACIL. By
comparison, 815 teachers and 24,450 students in the public schools were
involved in the project during the second year.

ACIL provides the same types of services to participants from both
public and nonpublic schools, i.e., inservice training for teachers, sup-
plementary curriculum materials, followup services to insure that the
program is properly implemented at the classroom level.

Because of the nature g§ the program, there is lots of interaction
and monitoring activities cafried out by the project staff. An ACIL
"Implementor'" works in each school to help the principal and the teachers
get the program going. The Igplementors send regular weekly and monthly
reports to Project Director L. Leon Webb, who also visits all of the
schools to make on-site evaluations. —

Inservice training has been provided in both public and nonpublic
facilities on an alternating basis. Because of the greater amount of
participation by the public schools, however, more of the training ses- \\\;
sions have taken place in public school facilities. S

Webb says the project has experienced "cutstandihg" success with
both public and nonpublic school teachers because they "have been very
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accepting of the process that ACIL represents." Another reason for ACIL's )

success, Webb says, is the project's practice of involving the superin- °
tendent and the principal. The superintendent of the participating district,

whether public or nonpublic, is automatically a member of the ACIL Executive

Board. "Since-these superintendents make the policy’ for the ACIL program,

they are actively involved in promoting the program and have taken a very

sincere interest in seeing the program implemented properly." Principals

of all participating schools receive a separate inservice training program.

For more informatién on ACIL, contact L. Legg Webb, Project Director,
Arizona Consortium for Individualized Learning, 4643 E. Thomas Rd., Phoenix,
Arizona, 85018 (602/959-6710). .

1

7




A PROFILE: TITLE III IN CALIFORNIA

California ranks number five in the National Catholic Educational
Association's line-up of states containing the largest number of students
enrolled in Catholic schools. NCEA reports that 263,400 of California's
Student population were attending Catholic schools in 1973-74. An ad-
ditional 148,425 students were enrolled in other church related and pri-
vate schools, for a total nonpublic school enrollment of 411,835. This .
means the nonpublic school enrollment is approximately 10 percent of the

)
state's total enrollment-—-a staggering 4.5 million students.

A}

How Do Nonpublic Schools Fare in Title III?

Due to the size of its student population, California is one of the
main benefactors of ESEA Title III. In early February 1975, for example,

the State Title III office was responsible for over 150 projects, funded
at $10.6 millioh. . )

\

An unofficial report from California on the participation of non-
public school children in federally funded programs indicated that 4,313
such children participated directly in Title III programs in 1972-73, with
anothes 5,464 listed as "indirect participants." The report also noted
that 219 nonpublic schBol teachers were involved as direct participants
and 394 as indirect participants. In addition, 28,924 students from 258
nonpublic schools were tested at a cost of $28,922.60, with funds provided
under the Guidance and Testing portion of Title III, according to the
state report.

)

More recently, in September 1974, the State TitlesIII office conducted
another survey which asked the Title III project directors to report not
only the number of nonpublic school participants but also to report addi-
tional details-on that involvement. (A copy of the questionnaire is con-
tained ia the Appendix to this repoﬂt.) '

Among the findings of the survey wefe the following:

‘ Question: Within the attendance boundaries of your project school(s),
are there any nonpublic schools?

Reply: Yes--120; No~--28
Question: How many (nonpublic) students are directl& involved?
Reply: 12,555 students. (Note: Individual projects reported

that from 3 to 4,500 nonpublic school students were
involved directly in the project.) ‘




Question: How many (nonpublic) students are indfrectly involved?

Reply: 6,233 students. {Note: Individual projects reported
that from 4 to 600 students were involved indirectly
in the project.)

Question: Are nonpublic school teachers involved in pre- or in-
- service training?
ae

/ﬁ;ply: Yes~-66;* No--55. (Note: Projects that answered Yes
to this question reported that 483 nonpublic school:teach-
ers were involved or would be involved in t;aining.) .
\/\,.,-
Question: Do nonpublic schools use project materlals or
equipment?

3

Reply: 60 projecfs reported that nonpublic schools use project
materials; 30 projects reported that nonpublic schools
use project equipment. .

Catholic Conference First Nudges, Then Pushes °

The California Catholic Conference, under the leadership of the
Director of the Division of Education, Joseph P. McElligott, has been the
major advocate in attempts to attain more benefits under Title III for
the state's nompublic school students and teachers. j(

"Let's just say we've got nowhere to go but up," said McElligott in
an interview in his Sacramento office. McElligott, who acts as both liaison
and trouble-shooter for the state's Catholic schools in their dealings
rwith the State Department of Education, said simply "the involvement of
our schools has been insufficient." . .

For a long time, McElligott said, "Title III was a nebulous kind of
thing to us., We were much more concerned about Title I of ESEA." As we
looked into Title III, we found there were tWo main problems for nonnublic
schools at the local lev#l: lack of involvement or late involvement.
McElligott said he trjed to little avail to get the state's Tltle I11
office to change its administrative and monitoring policies, and then he
‘brought the matter before the Federal Aid Committee of the State Board
of Education. At the meeting of the Committee, McElligott reported on
four specific projects that he had investigated, only to find no involve-
ment or token involvement of the nonpublic school:z in planning the project.
Nevertheless, each was being recommended to the Board for funding. (Each of
the applications did contain a 31gn—off statement from a local nonpublic
school administrator, said the chairman of the Advisory Council. )

"Actually, I could have cited 50 of. the second and third year projects
in which I found a similar situation," McElligott said. The main result
of McElligott's appearance has been that the State Title III officg is
taking steps to make its own staff as well as the local education agencies
and county offices (1egal applicants for Title III projects) more aware
of the legal mandates on the involvement and participation of nonpublic
school students and teachers.
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For the first time ever--in September 1974-~the state Title III office
notified the state' H nonpublic schools of the intent of and purposes of
Title III and advised them to contact the local public school in)their
area to find out if it planned to submit a project proposal. McElligott
maintains that this is one of the implicit functions of the state Title .
III office. "We still tell our people in workshopl, however, that it is
their duty to be alert to what is going on concerning the federally funded
projects in.which their students and teachers might be able to benefit." _

On a more positive note, McElligott says he, thinks the involvement
of nonpublic schools could help the public schools to make proposed projects
more viable and more competitive. '"'The nature and flexibility of the non-
public schools allow them to do more things than many public schools."
As an example, he cited a nonpublic school that shares its site @ith a
hospital or other social agency--a "great site" for a career education cr
other similar project. ‘
. "We could offer great opportunities to set up demonstration bilingual
education programs here in the state," he noted. 'We have a significant
number of teaching orders of sisters who come from exico. We also have
Philippino and Chinese sisters and others who, in their training in other
countries, were required to learn the fundamentals and the teaching skills
in institucting students in two languages.

"Incidentally, we have at least 2 percent more minority group stu-
dents in this state than the public schools, due to the age of our schools
and their location, which is usually in the older, poorer areas. I know
of one school,”" he said, "where 90 percent of the students are black and
65 percent of them are non-Catholic."

As another example of potential liaison, McElligott mentioned the
practice in some dioceses of building g¢lementary and secondary schools

on the same tract. '"This is an ideal situation for a cross-age tutoring
project."

. New Directions
The survey on participation conducted by the state Title III office
was one of the results of meetings of gtate Title IXI officials, the state's
. nonpublic school consultant, Newton Chase, and representatives of non-
public schools, including McElligott.

Other new directions were reviewed by Kobert D. Welty, Assistant
Program Administrator for Title III in the California Department of Edu~-
cation. In an interview for this report, Welty emphasized the state's
positive forward directiop in getting nonpublic school students involved
in Title III. In the past, he said, "our directives (on the nonpublic
schools) were not very clear" and the assurances were not taken very
seriously. :

* .
In 1973, Welty said, the first step was taken to make the projects -
mote aware of the requirements on nonpublic school participation. At that

¥,
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time, the state Title II1° office inserted a naw form in the application
_for projects (see Appendix) It required the project applicant to include
.participation data’ and required further that the school personnel "in
authority" at nearby nonpublic schools sign off on the application. The
form specified that the personnel '"in auchority was to be "equivalent

‘to a superintendent, consultant or principal."”

The new application form also required

o That the statement_ on honpublic school involvement be returned
with the applipation, even if mo nonpublic school students were
to’be involved in the preject.

4

o . That the applicant involve eligible nongukl%c school personnel
in the planning for the application. '"Involvement ideally
- should begin in October or November."

0 That the original copy of the application bear "original
signatures."

'

~

Another new practice in the .state, which went into effect in the 1974-
! 75 school year, is a review of the nonpublic school participation by the
. monitoring team during its annual on-site visitaticn to all projects.
Team members are instructed that they must talk with the appropriate ‘per-
son from the local nonpublic school(s) to ascertain the amount and type
of involvement. The ' on-site visitations arg conducted by seven team metr
bers over,a three-month period, January to March. A project that-is in
. noncompliance with any regulations or requirements, including any aspect
s of the requirement on nonpublic school participation, is notifed by April 1-
what it must d? to get back into the good graces of the Title III office.

What ‘recourse does the state have if a district does not comply wzth
the regulations or requirements? Welty says the most powerful recours
is'the threat of nonapproval for continuation money. This step would pot
be taken until July 1, when the new fiscal year starts. As in other states,
California rarely terminates a Title III project in mid-year--for any .
reason. - '
* : A

. The procedure described above applies to the new, or "first-year" \\\
projects only. For those already in operation, a different procedure ‘on
nonpublic school participation is to be used. Beginning with fiscal 1976,
the second- and third-year projects will be required to comply with the
mandates on nonpublic school participation, if they are not already doing
so. This could mean they will have to start providing benefits for any
eligible nonpublic school students and teachers. If they refuse to come
into compliance, Welty says, they will got receive continuation funds.

In another move, the State Title III office sent to 2,400 nonpublic
school administrative personnel a letter containing general information
on Title III and an announcement of the deadline for new project applica-
tions. This is the first time such a letter hae been sent and, Welty

]
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points out, it may be the first time that {any of California's administra-
tive offices for federally funded programs|\has taken such a step. In
the letter, dated September 15, .974, J. R} Schaeffer, Title IXI's Program
Administrator, says:
"Public school districts and county offfces of education
are legal applicants for fuads under Title III. The law
does require that nonpublic school children in the area
to be served must have educational needs of the type which
the project is designed to meet, apd these children shall
be offered effective participation on an equitablé basis ... .
in Title III programs. Also, the staffs of nonpublic
schools can participate in training sessioris and secure
project materials....

N

"Nonpublic school personnel are encouraged to contact the
- public school district in which their school ie located

s and determine if any ESEA Ti:le 'I1I projects will be sub-
mitted.- Also, most nonpublic schools ~re within the at-
tendance area of an individual public lementanv'or secondary
school and, therefore, staff are encol :raged to contact the
principal to determine if the local p..olic school is submit-
ting an application...."

The letter also advised the nonpublic schools to contact their admin-
istrative offices in January (1975) to secure the names of public school
districts that would be submitting continuation applications in April.

The administrative cffices, which were listed in the letter, were given a
set of the project writing guidelines for Title III projects to share
with interested nonpublic schools.
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CHAPTER IX

/. _——l__’._

L

WHAT'S "W AT THE FEDERAL AND STATE LEVEL? RN

. {

‘"The Office of Education has been so totally insepgitive and inactive
on this problem (monpublic school participation in federally funded projects)
that I cannot imagine any significant change." This conclusion.was drawn
by one nonpublic school administrator in his comments for this report.

Nevertheless, there are some Mew initiatives at the federal level.
For the first time, for example, representatives of nonpublic school organ-
' izations participated as "306 project readers.”" The threec representatives,
Robert Lamborn of CAPE, Rev. Frank Bredeweg of the National Catholic Edu-
cational Association, and Richard E. Duffy of ‘the U.S. Catholic«Conference, ¢
reviewed incoming project applications from throughout the country for

funding under Section 306, the Commissioner's discretionary portion of
Title III fuﬂds. ' ) N

Thé three reviewers read 100, grant applications, evaluating- them on
the basis of nonpublic school participation. They concurred: ‘“'The large
majority of applications reviewe4 made no reference to tne involvement of
nonpublic school officials in theé planning nor to the participation of .
nonpublic school pupils.” They’added that most applicants overlooked or
disregarded a portion of the agblication asking for a description of the
noapublic school participation{ The reviewers suggested that changes be
made in the application form itself and that the changes make clear tg the

applicant "that inclusion of #he nonpublic sector could be a pivotal
matter." . /

. / i \
/ .

Developer/Demonstrator and State FacilitatorJPrqjects
| -

In February 1975, USQE started to emphasize nonpublic school involve-
ment in two types of projects funded under Section 306 of Title III-~those
known as developer/demonﬁtrator and state, facflitator projects. Both.
types of projects aim at'making known and helping *to disseminate exemplary
projects. A Feb. 13, 1975, memorandum from Lee Wickline, Director of the
Division of Supplementary Centers and Servfces, detailed the new guidelines
on nonpublic school participation which will be used in funding the last
round of 306 projects, starting in July 1975. -Under the newly approved
nrocedures, both the developer/demonstrators and the state facilitatcrs
are to tlake "aggressive steps to inform nonpublic-schools of their capabil- f
ities and services." USOE lists two alternative strategies that may be
followed by the developer/demonstrator (DD) and the state fecilitator (SF). *
Undfr the first alternative, these are the procedures to be followed:

1. Either the LFA or the nonpublic school may initiate action to
secure the services of an SF or a DD.
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2, Whichever takes the initiative should approach the other at
; the local level to determine whether they share a common
interest in the diffusion effort and in a particular program
area. If this is the case, they should proceed together to
avail themselves of the SF and/or DD services.

3. If only one, either LEA or nonpublic school, is interested.
in the diffusion effort, the interested party must secure a
- letter from the highest ranking official of the noninterested
party documenting that contact has begn made but that the LEA
or nonpublic school does not wish to participate. The inter-
ested party may then seek the services of the SF. or DD
independently. ) :

fusion effort but in different examplary progrims , they are
encouraged to work cooperatively in seeuring services as
far as is practicable. - '

4. If both LEA and nonpublic schools are iﬁteres:gd in the dif--

. A

5. When an LEA or nonpublic school in a local setting is the only

program adopter or when each is adopting a different program,.
observation opportunities should be afforded all parties.

A possible acceptable alternative to this procedure, says USOE, takes

"into account a specific SF diffusion strategy. In this case, the SF im

plements a comprehensive awareness strategy with all eligible public and
nonpublic schools in the state or section of a state which constitutes
the SF's target area.’ Through responding or not responding at various
points in the process, public,and nonpublic schools indepenc: 'ntly select
themselves in or out of the diffusion effort. Ultimately services are-
provided to LEA's and nonpublic schools wishing to participate as nearly
as possible in proportion to the relative number of school children en-
rolled in each cctegory within the state or smaller targét area of the SF.
This approach is an acceptable alternative only when the SF has made the
same initial effort to inform both public and nonpublic school aud is em-

ploying a self-selection strategy.

Note: See the description of the State Facilitator project in

Massachusetts on pages 47-49. . ’
L

The state facilitators and developer/demonstrators will be required
to maintain‘separate statistics for participants from the public and non-
public schopls. They will have to show in their criteria how opportunities
for participation will be provided for nonpublic schools and if an ad-
visory council is called for, they must provide for nonpublic school repre-
sentatives on the council, Wickline said.

o—

No Validation without Nonpublic School Participation

.

~ Sterting with the prcjects to be validated by state teams in 1975,
Titles 111 projects will have a new criteria to meet for validation. They

); .
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/
must be able to, prove that they have followed the law in its mandates for
the participation of nonpublic schools and the invclvement of nonpublic
school children or teachers.

Commissioner Bell: 'Aware of Stronger Mandate'

U.S. Commissioner of Education Terrel H. Bell, on the job only since
June of 1974,says he will use the power of his office to follow the letter
ard the €pirit of education, laws. For the nonpublic schools, this may be
a portentous sign of better times.

"I want the private or nonpublic schogl community to know thac I am
well aware of the stronger mandate for nonpublic school participation in
the various education programs," Bell said in a message especially prepared
for Outlook, the monthly newsletter of the Council for American Public
Education (CAPE). "I want you to know," Bell continued,’:;hat/we will
carry out the spirit of thé act in providing benefits-t6 the children in

both our public and nonpublic schools." .-
T

USOE staff.members who man the regional offices.were also told in .
a memo dated August 1974 to start learning the statuatory provision of the
Education Amendments of 1974. In the memo, Bell told the commissioners
to "emphasize to.your program managef§ that they have a responsibility, to
study and to know the legislative history of their programs regarding non-
public school participation. We need to get the préblems of the past be-
hind us," the Commissioner said. "We need to be helpful also in the new
parts of the law where it is apparent that both public and nonpublic school
students should be'involved." B

The Commissiongr is the person finally responsible for investigating
any alleged violations of the legal provisions mandating the involvement
of nonpublic school children. In addition, he is the designated official
who must impletwent the bypass pfo%ision, if necessary. Although his ob—-
jective is to work out as many of the problems as possible without resorting
to bypass, he has stated that use of 'the bypass in the Case of Missouri -
"was important" and '"was the right thing to do." ' )

& _In one recent incident, Bell's quick action has already been noted.
The incident came about when Lyman V. Ginger, Kentucky Superintendent of
Public Instruction, applied a ruling by the State Attorney General to

the effect that any services provided by public school teachers on private
school premises under Title 1 would be unconstitutional. At this point,
the action by Ginger came to the attention of Kentucky Congressman Carl ,
D. Perkins, who is also chairman of the House Committee on Education and

Labor. ‘

Perkins promptly wrote to Bell, urging him to "act quickly" in order
to assure that Title I services would be available to educationally deprived
school children in parochial and private schools in Kentucky. In his letter,
Perkins gave his own interpretation of the Supreme Court decision in
Wheeler v. Barrera. This case indicates, he said, that "using Title T -

/ 0 68.
' 72




‘ 2
funds for on-thé-premises parochial school instruction by a public school
teacher under certain circumstances is within the constitutional limitations
of the First Amendment.
1

"I believe,'" Perkins added, '"that the legislation as it was written
in 1965 is in full conformity with the Supreme Court's opinions on the
constitutionality of providing public funds for the education of private
school children."

/ - {

Within days after receiving Perkins' letter, Commissioner Bell passed
thg word alogg to the Kentucky Superintendent. "It is clear," Bell wrote
tofGinger, '"there caa be no allowance for a state agency to administer its .
Title I program in such manner as to result in eligible nonpublic school
students receiving Title I services that are anything less than comparable
to those provided to public school children.

"Furthermore,' Bell noted, "it is improper for a state agency to
approve applications of LEA's for assistance under Title I which make no
provision for comparable services ‘to eligible nonpublic school children."

This manner of 'working things out" soon after a discrepancy is noted
is favored by Congress for several reasons: ‘it ‘eliminates the legal and”
administrative costs of putting bypass into effect; it allows for differences
to be settled sooner than would be possible under the stipulated amount of
time allowable in implementing bypass; and-it reduces or eases the
federal/state/local confrontations implicit in situatdons that require
resolution by bypass.

USOE's Nffice of Nonpublic Educatiocnal Services

Commissioner Bell has established an Office of Nonpublic Educational
Services within the U.S. gffice of Educatdon. Dwight Crum, who formerly
served as liaison betwqefgnonpublic educators and USOE, was named Director
of the new office.

Crum said he has noted an increase in the information flow since
the opening of the new office. Due to his efforts, USOE now has a list
of nonpublic school representatives who may receive announcements of up-
coming grants and new programs at the same time they are sent to the )
public schools.

&

To contact Dwight Crum, write to him at the Office of Nonpublic Educa-
tional Services, U.S. Office of Education, Room 4053, 400 Maryland Ave., 4
S.W., Washington, D.C. 20292.

»

Nonpublic School Coordinators at the State Level

Nine state departments of education have assigned th:;§ob of non-
public school coordinator as a full-time position. They are:
California, Maryland, New Jersey, New Mexico, New York, North Carolina,
Pennsylvania, Rhode Island and Washington. (A listing of all liaison per-
sons, part- and full-time, is included in the Appendix.)

\ \ | :
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The responsibilities of the job vary from state‘§§ state, but the
t

prime responsibilities are to provide information onJktarting a new school,
to provide safekeeping for the records of defunct schoals, and to maintain
records.

Serving as an advocate for the nonpublic schools is not generally .
the purpose nor the function of the job.

Persons who have been assigned the liaison job as a part-time responsi-
bility (at the request of USOE) have differing views on what they can and
are supposed to do. Edwin E, Steinbrecher, Colorado Assistant Superintendent,
says he sees the job as a "temporary or interim assignment--one of review- ’
ing the implications of the new federal regulations regarding involvement
of nonpublic schools."

™ Another person who handles the job as a part-time responsibility-said
he got the job/hegause USOE insisted that his chief state school officer
name someone to the job. "That was two years ago. Needless to say, the
role at thispoint is pretty well wdefined...."

’

In Minnesota, Sigurd J. Ode, Assistant to the State Commissioner of
Education, works with a 29-member Study Gommittee for Public~Private-
Parochial Education. The group, with representatives from the-gabinet
of the State Department of Education and private and parochfhl]gchools

. meets about six times a year:to discuss and evaluate services fdr the non~
public schools. The purpose of the group, as stated by Commissioner Haiard
Casmey in April 1970, is to assist everyone in the group "to understand
the issues we mutually face" ahd to "be aware of one another's problems."

From Hawaii, Edmund K. Toma, the acting administrator of Accreditation
and Private School Licensing, reports that his state has not encountered
any legislative, legal or administrative problems in federally funded pro-
jects that mandate cooperation between public and nonpublic schools. "Since
Hawaii is one school system, compliance with the law is monitored by ‘the’
state office staff with ccoperation from the seven district staffs,"he
says. In addition, one of the duties of his division is to act as liaison
between the state s private and public schools.

One state, Wisconsin, is trying to get funding for an educational
consultant who would serve the dual role of coordinator of nonpublic edu-
cational services as well as advocate of nonpublic school participation
"in as many programs as possible." According to Wisconsin Assistant Super-
intendent Donald E. Dimick, the Departmtnt included the request as part of
its 1975-77 budget. : .

In California, the person who fills the role of full time "Consultant
1in Private School Education" for the State Department of Education is Newton
*K. Chase.

Chase says his duties include the following:
v ¢
1l. Informing and advising groups interested in establishing new pri~
vate schools, accreditation, curriculum; teachers, transcripts
and admissions.
\

[
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e.
2. Handling all inquiries and problems concerning nonpublic schools.

3. Coordinating working relationships between nonpublic schools
and the Department on such programs as surplus property, food
services, state textbooks, publications, special education,
and all ESEA and other federal programs for which nonpublic school *
children are eligible.

4. Liaison with the California Executive Council of Nonpublic Schools
(the California model of the Council for American Private Edu-
cation). ’

- * ) ~ “ ’

5. ~Cooperation and liaison with the nonpublic school representativ?s

in the county school offices.

6. _Assistance with the annual process of registering nonpublic schools
and publishing an annual directory of such schools.

7. Serving as the State Department representative at nonpublic school
meetings and workshops.

Although Chase's duties include "coordinating working relationships
between nonpublic schools and the Department of Educatiom—en such programs
as ESEA (No. 3), he says he cannot even begin to cope with the actual
problems or inequities in the field involving the relationships between
nonpublic schools and the local education agencies. It is next to impos-
sible to be fully informed and involved "other than in a general way" in
all the various federal programs, he says. One of the main problems, he
notes, is the general lack of understanding and communication on the programs.

# The nonpublic schools, Chase says candidly, "have not really received
the attention and the services required by federal regulations though this
is true in other states as well.'" Chase says the most he is able to do,
as his office is presently constituted, is to act as a "referral service"
by putting,those who are interested in specific provisions of a program in
touch with the appropriate person in the Department of Education.

e
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CHAPTER X

PECOMMENDATIONS FROM THE NATIONAL ADVISORY COUNCIL

l

« In its 1975 Annual Report, the National Advisory Council on Supple-
mentary Centers and Services included three recommendatiofs to the President
Aand the Congress ongnonpublic school participation. They are as follows;

To insure that nonpublic-schools are included in all ESEA
Title III and/or Title IV programe in which they are eligible
to participate and insure the improvement of all schools--
public and nonpublic--the National Advisory Council ‘makes

) three recommendatiefis: '

1. That state education agencies and state advisory councils
insure that nonpublic school representatives are involved ia
the needs assessment, planning, development, operation and

‘ evaluation of all projects in which they are eligible to
participate. ‘ ' .

2. That the U S. Office of Education and state education agencies
develop proeedures whereby nonpublic schools may initiate project
proposals for submission by ana through a local education zgency.

3. That the U.S. Office of Educaiicn develop and implement regu-
lations whereby state education agencies are required to reject
any project application which does not include documentary )
evidence, filled out and signed by nonpublic school officials,
showing that appropriate nonpublic school officials were in-
volved in the ‘plaming process from the earliest planning
stages.

L
-
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NONPROFIT PRIVATE SCHOOL REPRESENTATIVES ON ESEA TITLE III

STATE ADVISORY COUNCILS (FIScAL YEAR 1975)

Rev. Jilliam Hanok
Diocese of Birmingham &
2317 'Highland Avenue
Birmingham, AL

Rev. Richard Saudis
Archdiocese .
Anchorage, AK

Sister Dorothy Ann Do&le, 0.P.

Diocese of Tuscon
64 West Ochoa
Tucson, AZ 85701
(602) 792-3410

Rev. William Beck

900 West Cross Street
Benton, AR

(501) 778-5186

Mrs. Frayda Ornstein
0 K Center .
1670 Zenobia Street
Denver, CO 80204

. hY
Mr. Robert O'Farrell
Diocese of Norwich
43 Perkins Avenue -
Norwich, CT

Mr. William Kehoe

Assistant Superintendent
Diocese of Wilmington
1626 North Union Street
Wilmington, DE 19803
(302) 652-3113

Father Frank Murphy
Superintendent of Schools
Archdiocese of Washington, DC
1200 17th Street, NW
Wash%ngton, DC 20036

Rev. Jerome E. Diffley
Associate Superintendent

Diocesgjof St.> Petersburg

-

6363 9tN Avenue, North
St. Pet¢rsburg, FL 33710
(813) 344-1611

ister Mary Fidelis Barragan

Principal :
Mount de Sales High School
31208

Macon, GA

Mr. Sigfried Romler
Pdnahou Academy
Honolulu, HA

Sister Scholastica Uhlenrott
Prairie High School
Cottonwood, ID

Dr. M. P. Heller

Loyola University

820 No. Michigan Avenue
Chicago, IL 60611
(312) 670-3038

Rev. James Seculoff
Superintendent of Schools

Diocese of Fort Wayne and South Bend
PO Box 390

Ft. Wayne, IN 46801

Rev. W. Robert Schmidt
Diocese of Davenport
811 Kahl Building
Davenport, IA

Rev. Charles Regan
424 North Broadway
Wichita, KS 67202




Mr. Joseph M. McGee
435 South Fifth Street
Louisville, KY 40202
(502) 585-4158

Dr. Charles Fortier

Notre Dame Seminary

2901 S. Carrollton Avenue
New Orleans, LA 70118
(504) 866-7426 )

}ﬁn Arthur Dexter

Principal

Lincoln Academy
Newcastle, ME 04553
(207) 563-5374 v

Mr. Patrick Canan

Coordinator of Federal Programs -

Catholic Office of Education
Archdiocese of Washington, DC
Room 600, 1200 17th St., NW
Washington, DC 20036

Rev. Eugene Sullivan
Associate Superjgtendent
Archdiocesan Schools

468 Beacon Street
Boston, MA (2115

Msgr. M. H. Zerfas
Supertintendent of Schools
Diocese of Grand Rapids
350 Sheldon Avenue, SE
Grand Rapids, MI 49502
(616) 459-4334 §f

Mr. Leroy Brown

Minnesota Catholic Education
Association

St. Paul, MN

Sister Mary Cyrena Harkins
Coordinator of Special Education
Mississippi Catholic Schools

PO Box 2248

Jackson, MS 29205

(601) 948-6555

Msgr. Gerald Poelker
Route 3

Bowling Green, M0 63334
(314) 324-5545

Rev. John J. McCoy
PO Box 3668

Butte, MT 59701
(406) 792-9500

Father Thomas O'Brien
Superintendent of Schools
Omaha Archdiocese

3212 North 60th Street
PO Box 4129

Omaha, NB 68104

(402) 551-2042

Rev. George C. Wolf
400 Bartlett Street
Reno, NV

{
Sister Jacqueline Hebert
Curriculum Coordinator
2321 Elm Street
Manchester, NH 03104
(603) 669-4298

Mr. Joseph Fittipaldi J/
Coordinator

Deparfhent of Education

495 W, State Street

New Jersey Catholic Conference
Trenton, NJ 08618

\(609) 599-2110

. Ms. Joan Gusinow
PO Box 14491 '
Albuquerque, NM 87111 \
(505) 294-0274

Sister Joarr'Arnol

Superintendent Catholic Schools
N\ 1408 Genesee Street

Utica, NY 13502

(315 735-2111

Rev. Donald Staib
Administrator )

Charlotte Catholic High School
3100 Park Road

Charlotte, NC 28209

Rev. Ramond Aydt
Mercy Hospital

Box K

Williston, ND 58801
(701) 572-6731
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' Rev. Mgi. Bennett C. Applegate
Mt. Carmel Hospital
793 W. State Street
Columbus, OH 43222

#» Sister Rose Clare Stieve *
Box 512
Oklahoma City, OK 73101 -
(405) 721-4202 :

Sister Laura Jean Remington
3750 Lancaster Dr., NE
Salem, OR 97303

* (503) 399-7900

Rev. Paul Curran
Assistant Superintendent
Philadelphia Archdiocese
222 N. 17th Street
Philadelphia, PA 19103,
(215) 587-3718

Sister Therese Carnellier

The Diocesean Office

Cathedral Square

Providence, RI 02903

Rev. John Bond .

Superintendent for the~Diocesan
System of Catholic Schools foy
South Carolina

119 Broad Street

Charleston, SC ’

Sister Faith/Sitzman
Diocese of iouijalls
3000 W. 41st Street

Sioux Falls, SD 57105
9505) 336-6695 ’

Mr. Hubert Smathers
President

Chilhowee Academy
Seymour, TN

Mr. Bérnice M. Moore
Hogg Foundation
Austin, TX

Mr. John C. Ranier - -
567 No. 6090 West .
Orem, Utah 84057 ~

Mr. Richard Lane , )
Headmaster ) ’
Austine School for the Deaf

120 Maple Street

Brattleboro, VI 05301

(802) 254-4571

Sister Laurdes Shehan
Director '
Dept. of Education for Catholic
Diocese of Richmond
Department of Education
817 Cathedral Place ) N
Richmond, VA 23200

Sister Virginia McMonagle X
Forest Ridge Schools
4800 139th Street, SE
Bellevue, WA 98006
(206) 641-0700

Rev. Robert H. Wanstreet : N
Superintendent . . ‘
Cathlic Schools Wheeling Diocese |
PO Box 230

1300 Byron Street
Wheeling, WVA 26003
(304) 233-0880

Father Alb 1. Thomas
Director d%féaucation
Box 661 -

Diocese of Lg Crosse

La Crosse, WI 54601
(608) 788-7700 . !

Sister Mary Rachel Flynn
Sheridan Catholic School
11 S. Comnor

Sheridan, WY 82801
(307) 672-2021

Ms. Laura Jarvis
612 W. Georgia
Anadarka, OK
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Sistey’Bernadette Prdctiaska, ESPA
Diocg¢se of Agana

PO 3636

Aganal, Guam 96910

Rev. Jori Lakjob ’
c/o State Department of Education
Saipan, Mariana Islands

»
w“L,
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Miss Nancy Gatwalt

¢/o Lutheran Parish School
No. #1WLille Tarne Garde
St. Thomas, Virgin Islands
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ESEA TITLE III

. 1
STATE FACILITATOR PROJECT DIRECTORS \

2

Mr. B. Keith Rose

Program Development Center of N. Calif.

Aymer J, Hamilton Building
California State University
Chico, California 95926

Mr. Harry Csgood !
Educational Resources Center ’
Area Cooperative Educational féivices
800 Dixwell .Avenue

" New Haven, Connecticut 0651¥

‘

Mr. Duane Webb

Colorado State Facili. Nérthern
Colorado - BUCS .

830 S. Lincoln * °’

Longgonf, Colorado 80501

Mr. Allen Scott o
Florjida Facilitator Center
P. 03 Box 190

Chipley, Florida 32428

Mrs. Shirley Menendez
415 North Blanche
Mounds,:Illinois 62964

[

Dy. John S. Hand ¢
ndiana Facilitator Center
Longansport Community Schools
2829 George Street
Logansport, ‘Indiana 46947

Mr. Gene A. Sanders
Pottawattamie County
Board of Education

Route I

Council Bluffs, Iowa 51501

77
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Mr, Ralph Parish
Kansas Faci?litator
Cite Murdock

670 N.. Edgemoor 1
Wichita, Kansas 67208

Mr. Lawrence W. Allen -
Facilitator Director -
Kentucky State Department of Education
1§09 Plaza Tower
Frankfprt, Kentucky 40601

» ,

Mr. David P. Crandall
Executive Director

Network of Innovative Schools
Mechanics Street

Merrimac, Massachusetts 01860

Dr. Clare Keller

Project INFORM

Wayne County Intermediate School Dist.
30555 Michigan Avenue .
Westlaqf, Michigan 48184

v

Mr. Richard T. Hegre
Staples Schools

524 North Third Street
Staples, Minne<ota 56479

Mr. Richard Peterson
Southwest Minn. State College
Marshall, Minnesota 56258

Mrs. Diane Lassman
MPS/UM Teacher Center
155 Peik Hall
University of Minnesota
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455




Mrs. Jolene Schulz Mr. Paul Wellborn

Columbia Public Schools State Facilitator Project
. 310 North Providence Northwestern Regional Service Center
Columbia, Missouri 65201 P.0. Box 1308

North Wilkesboro, North Carolina 28659

s

Mr. Glenn Clarkson

Mebraska - Iowa State Facilitator ) ‘ Mr. Glen C. Arrants
2407 Chandler Road - State Facilitator Project a

Bellevue, Nebraska 68005 Western Regional Educational Center
- . 102 01d Clyde Rodd.’
Canton, North Cardlina 28716

Mr. Glen Relden ° o,
New Hampshlre Ed. Facilitator Project .
7 Broadway, Supervisory Union #56 . Mr. Richard Barnes
Somersworth, New Hampshire 03878 State Facilitator Project
Southeast Regional Education Center
. P.--0. Box 1399
." Dr. Evelyn Ogden Jacksonville, North!Carolina 28540
Office of Program Development ///// t
1000 Spruce Street 7 !
a Trenton, New Jersey 08625 ' _Mr. Grant Johnson ‘!
) < . . North Dakota Facilitator Pruject
. o 215 SE 2
Mr. George H. Smith ’ = > Minot, North Lakota 5@?01
. Bernalildo Public Schqols - ' T ' i . -
: ’ P. 0. Box 6407, : ‘ *
' Bernalillo, New Mecixo 87004 . : Mr. Ja¢k Lewis
. ) " State Facilitator Prtject
. D Ohio Department of Education
« Mr. Frank Mesiah ’ . '%65 S. Front Street
Director, N.Y. Facilitator Project - Columbjus, Ohio 43215
* BOCES #1, Erie County, Box J ’ R
Cheektowago, New York 14225 ‘
: 3 + Dr. Kenneth Elsner
Assistant Superintendent '
Ms. Maxine Brown - Edmond Public Schools .
State Facilitator Project ’ Edmond, Oklahoma 73034
Northeast Regional Educational Center ¢
Box 928 -

Grifton, North Carwgna 28530 Mr. Samuel C. Nutt
. ' . Coordinator, Federal Projects .
\ South Umpqua School District

Mr. Robert Byrd = Myrtle Creek, Oregon 97457

State Facilitator Project . , -

Southwest Regional Education Céﬁter ! .

619 Wall Street Mr. Richargd Brickiey )

Albemarle, North Carolina 28001 : Research and Information Services for Ed.
) . 198 Allendale Road {

King of Prussia, Pennsylvania 19406

/

/
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Mr. J. B. Linder, Jr.

Orangeburg District #5

578 Ellis Avenue - )
Orangeburg, Sgntﬂ Carolina 29115

Mr. Wendall Tisher

State Facilitator Project
State Department of Education
Pierre, South Dakota 57501

Ms. Gwyn Browniee
" ‘Academic Service Department
Region 10 - Education Szrvice Center
Box 1300
Richardson, Texas 75080

Mr. Ken Abrams

Region XIX - Education Service Center
P, 7. Box 10716

El raso, Texas 79997

Mr. Travis D. Brown

Region XVII Education Service Center
700 Texas Commerc= Building

Lubbock, Texas 97401

Mr. Frank G. Buell

Region XI - Education Service Center
2821 Cullen Street

Fort Worth, Texas 76107

Mr. David Cole

Region XVI - Educaction Service Center
1601 South Cleveland

Amarillo, Texas 79102

Mr. Robert Coleman
‘Region XII - Education Service Center
Waco, Texas 76703

Dr. Dwain M. Estes s

Region XX - Education Service Center
1550 N.E. Loop 410

+San Antonio, Texas 78209

Mr. Leroy Hendricks

Region VII - Education Service Center
100 North Riddle Street .

Mount Pleasant, Texas 75455

Mr. Jim Lewis .

Region XVIII - Education Service Center
P, 0. Box 6020

Midland, Texas 79701

Mr. Hal Mabry,

Region IX - Education Serice Center
3014 01d Seymour Road .

Wichita Falls, Texas 76309

Mr. Bob Minise . .
Regior XIV - Education Service Center-
P. 0. Box 13236 .
Abilerie, Texas 79604

Mr. Joseph B. Money

Region I - Education Service Center
101 South Tenth Street -

Edinburg, Texas 79539

Mr3. Alene Mcore

Region VII - Education Service Center
Bldg. ''C"," Ross Ave., P.0, Box 1622
Kilgore, Texas 75662

f.
Mr. Joe Parl's . -
Region XIII =" Educacion Service Center
6504 Tracor Land
Austin, Texas 78721

Mr. Bill H. Powell

Region III - Education Service Center
2710 Hospital Drive

Victoria, Texas 77901

Y

Dr. Joe Strehle

Region IV - Fducation Service Center
202 North Loop kest

Houston, Texas 77018
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" Mr. Thomas Tope, Jr. ,
Region IT Education Service Center

109 North Chaparral
Corpus Christi, Texas 78401

Mr. Clyde Warren ‘
Region XV Education Service Center '
P.0. Box 5199

\\\ San Angelo, Teyas 76901

Mr. Bverett Youngblood
Region 10 Education Service Center
¥ 0. Box- 2201, Sam Hovston Station
Huntsville, Texas 77341
Mr. Lowell Boberg /
Jordan School District
9361 South 400 East . A - )
Sandy, Utah 84070 -

Mr. Joseph M. O'Brien /
Bennington-Rutland Supervisory Union
Manchester, Vermont 05254

Mr. Keith Wrigth

Sgate Facilitator Project

Yakima Public Schools

104 North 4th Avenue .

Yakima, Washington 98902 '
f .

- 80 A .

81




- éRBSEQl;»
‘ \
ESEA TITLE III PROJECT DIRECTORS -
* for .
. DEVELOPER/ DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS “
¢ T .
' Dr. Marie Sinclair : Ms. Nancy Hoepffner
1100 21st Street, East 1515 S. .Salcedo Street
: Tuscaloosa, Alabama 35401 New Orleans, Louisiana 70125
Ms. Sarah Waldrop Mr. Robert Lentz
Mobile County Public School System Hamilton-Wenham Regional HS
) P.0. Box 1327, 735 Bay Road
Mobile, Alabama 36601 Hamilton, Massachusetts 01936
* ’ [\ |
. , . ‘ |
Ms. Brenda Jobe Dr. Roy Butz X :
San Jose State University Oakland Schools
School of Education . 2100 Pontiac Lake Road
San Jose, California 95192 Pontiac, Michigan 48054
\ i '
Dr. Nathan Farber Ms. DPiane Bert
150 N.E. 19th Street . 18499 Beech Daly
. Miami, Florida 33132 Detroit, Michigan 48240
Ms. June Johnson Mr. Walter Norgrove
Director, New Adventures in Iearning 143 Bostwick Avenue, N.E.
W.T. Moore Elementary School Grand Rapids, Michigan 49502
Tallahassee, Florida 32303
Mr. R. J. Rehwaldt
Ms. Marthe Owens Administrative Director !
P.0. Box 141 ) Youth Development
Ocilla, Georgia 31774 Roseville Area School, ISD #623
2939 Western Avenue, North
~ Roseville, Minnesota 55113

Mr. Herbert H. Escott

303 Pine Street

Essesville, Michigan 48732 Ms. Marion Wilson .
Ferguson-Florissant
655 January Avenue

Mr. Gerry Heindselman - Ferguson, Missouri 63135

Baugo Commudity School
R.K. #3, Box 425 A °
Elkkart, In iana 46514 Dr. Robert 4. Ostdiek

Project Dire-tor
Papillion~La Vista Public Schools

Ms. Lucille Werner District 27
Pzotone Unit District 207U 130 West 1st StFeet
Peotone, Illinois 60468 Papillion, Nebraska 68046
) .
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833 Fox Meadow Road
Yorktown Heights, New York ‘10598

l hMr. Frank Thompson

Ms. Barbara Tucker
180 Pine Street
Providence, Rhode Island 02903

A Mr. Robert Schramm
Cooperative Educational Service
Agency No. 13
908 West Main Street
Waupun, Wisconsin 53963

.

Mr. Wayne Jennings

St. Paul Open School

1855 University Avenue
St. Paul, Minnesota 55104

Mr. Richard Metteer
Wayne Pyblic Schools
611 West 7th Street
Wayne, Nebraska 68787

Mr. Matthew Scaffa

N.Y.C. Board of Education
District 31, Richmond

221 Daniel Low Terrace, S.I.
New York, New Yo;k 10301

/

Mr, John Rgwe

Lakewood Béard of Education
1470 Warrén Road

Lakewood, Ohin 44107

Dr. Gerald N. King

SIMU-SCHOOL Project Director
Dallas Independent School District
3700 Ross Avenue

Dallas, Texas 75204
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STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION {

NONPUBLIC EDUCATION LIAISON OFFICERS

Alabama

Dr. B. D. Baxley

Coordinator

Office of Technical Assistance
. State Department of Education

750 Washington, Room 200

Montgomery, AL 36104

(205) 269-7826 -

Alaska
Mr. Kenneth Grieser
€oordinator

. Federal Programs

e State Department of Education

—~Alaska Office Building

Juneau, AK 99801
(907) 586-5255

Arizona

Dr. Mary Jo Livik

Deputy Superintendent

State Department of Education
State Capitol, Room 165

Phoenix, AZ 85007 s

(602) 271-5075 ~ — —

Arkansas

Mr. Eugine F. Channell
Supervisor of Special Services
State Department of Education
Arch Ford Education Building
Little Rock, AR 72201

(501) 371-1801

California

Mr. Newton Chase

Consultant in Private School
Education

State Department of Education

721 Capitol Mall

Sacramento, CA 95814

(916) 322-2838

Colorado

Dr. Edwin Steinbrecher

Assistant Commissioner . %

State Department of Education

State Office Building S~
201 East Colfax

Denver, CO 80203

(303) 892-9911

Connecticut

Mr. John Harrington -
State Board of Education

P.0. Box 2219

* Hartford, CT 06115

(203) 566-5061

District “ Columbia

Mr. Latinee Gullattee

Director

Staff Development

Public School of the District of Columb1a
Presidential Building, Room 611
Washington, DC 20004

(202) 629-2550

Florida

Dr. Marshall Frinks

Associate Commissioner
Planning § Coordination

State Department of Education
Tallahassee, FL 32304

(904) 488-6303

Georgia
Dr. Joe Fdwards

Assistant State Superintendent

Office of the State Superintendent of Schools
State Office Build ng

Atlanta, GA 30334

(404) 656-2598




Hawaii

Mr. Albert Feirer
Administrator

special Projects
Instructional Services

State Department of Education
Honolulu, HA 96804

(808) 531-5758

Idaho

Dr. Toy E. Truby
Administrator Assistant

State Department of Education
L.B. Gordan Office Building
Boise, ID 83720

(208) 384-32%&

I1linois \

Mr. Michael Stramaglia

Associate Superintendent of
Academic Affairs

Division Pupil and Prof. Services

State Department of Education

Springfield, IL 62706

(217) 782-5238

Indiana

Mr. Raymond Slaby

Associate Superintendent ,
State Department of Education
Indianapolis, IN 46204

(317) 633-6610

Iowa .

Dr. Robert Benton

State Superintendent

Department of Public Instruction
Grimes State Office Building

Des Moines, IA 50319

(515) 281-5294

Kansas

Dr. C. Taylor Whittier
Commissioner of Educaticn
State Departinent of Education
Topeka. KS 66612

(913) 296-3201

Kentucky

. Frank Vittetow
Assistant Superintendent
State/Fed- ral Relations
State Department of Education
Capitol Plaza Towers
Frankfort, KY 40601
(502) 564-3936

Louisiana

Mrs. Anne Stewart

Coordinator

Division of Special Educational Services
State Department of Education

Box 44064

Baton Rouge, LA 70804

(504) 389-2591

Maine

Mr. Beverly Trenhqlm

State Department of Education and Cultural
Services

Augusta, Maine 04330

(207) 289-2321

Maryland
Dr. Adolphus L. Spain

Coordinator

Nonpublic Elementary and Secondary Schools
State Department of Education

Box 8717

Baltimore, MD 21240

(3n11) 796-8300

Massachusetts

Dr. David Cronin

Assistant Commissioner

State Department of Eduqation
i

182 Tremnont Street

' Boston, MA 02111

(617) 727-5700

Michigan

Mr. Roger Boline

Director

School Management Services
State Department of Education
116 Washington Strect
Lansing, MI 48902

(517) 373-3342
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Minnesota

Mr. Sigurd Ode

Assistant to the Commissioner
State Department of Education
Capitol Square, 550 Cedar Street
St. Paul. MN 55101

(612) 296-277

Mississippi
Mr. A.C. Bilbo

Assistant Coordinator

Title I, ESEA

State Nepartment of Educatibn
P.0O. Box 771 “

Jackson, MS 39205

{601) 354-6944

Missouril

Dr. Arthur Mallorv
Commissioner of Fducation
State oepartment of Education
2.0, Bex 180

Jefferson Citv, M) 65101
{314} 751-4212

Nehraska

Mr. Glen Shafer

Consultant

Private and Nonpublic Schools
State Department of Tducation
233 South 10th Street
iincoln, NB 68508

r402) 471-2445

Nevada

Mr. Merlin nderson

Director

Professional Standards Branch
State Department of Education
Lar<on City, NV 98701

“02) 882-732

New Hampshire

Mi. Charles Marston

Assistant Chief

Division of Instruction )
sState Department of Fducaton
64 N. Main Street

Concord, NH 03301

1603) 271-3235

New Jerse .
Mr. Walter McCarthy

Director

Curriculum Services to Private Schools
State Department of Education

224 West State Street

Box 609

Trenton, NJ 08625

(609) 292-8360

New Mexico

Mr. Ernest A. Vigil

Director

Nonpublic Schools

State Department of Education
Santa Fe, NM 87501

{505) 827-5351

New York

Dr. Thomas W. Heath

Coordinator

Office of Health

Pupil and Nonpublic School Services
State Department of Education
Albany, NY 12224

(518) 474-3884 \O

North Carolina

Mr. Calvin Criner

Coordinator?

Nonpublic Schools

State Department of Education Instruction
Raleigh, NC 27602

(919) 829-4278

North Dakota

Mr. Vernon Eberly

Deputy Superintendent

State Department of Public Instruction
Bismarck, ND 58501

{701) 224-2264

Mr. Ray Homn ’

Director

Division of Federal Assistance
State Department of Cducation
Columbus, Oti, 43214 ¢

(614) 466-4161

>

Oklahoma

Mr. Earl Cross

Assistant Superintendent
State/Federal Relations

State Department of Education
Oklahoma City, OK 73105
(405} 478-0988
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Oregon

Mr. Ray Osburn

Coordinato?®

District College and
Commmity Relations

State Department of Education

942 Lancaster Drive, N.E.

Salem, OR 97310

(503)378-3602

Pennsylvania
Mr. Vincent McCoola
. Director
Office for Aid to Nonpublic
Education
State Department of Education
Box 911
Harrisburg, PA 17126
(717) 787-7100 .
/
Rhode Island /
Dr. M. Rosalia #lahertv
Consultant for Nonpublic
Schools
State Department of Educaticn
199 Promenade Street
Providence, RI 02908
(401) 277-2031

South Carolina

Dr. Donald Pearce

Coordinator of Federal Funding
State Department of Education
Rutledge Building

Columbia, SC 36219

(803) 758-1421

South Dakota

Mr. Norris Paulson

Assistant Superintendent

federal Programs

State Departmentlpf'Publrc
Instiuction

State Crpitol Building

Pierre, SD 57501

(605) '?4-3367

Mr. Leon H. Bruno
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Tennessee

Dr. J. Maurice Roberts
Director

Interagency Relations

State Department of Education

Room 140--Cordell Hull Building

Nashville, TN 37219
(614) 741-3544

Texas
Mr. Alton Bowen

Deputy Commissioner for Administrative

Services
State Department of Education

‘201 East Eleventh Street
Austin, TX 78701

(713) 475-4536
Utah

Mr. Elvin Ossmen

Specialist Statistical Analysis
State Board of Education

136 E. South Temple

1300 University Club Building
Salt Lake, UT 84111

(801) 328-586A

Vermont

Director, Federal Programs
State Department of Education
Montpeiier, VI 05602

(802) 223-8610, ext. 3135

Virginia -

Dr. Robert Turner

Special Assistant

Federal Program and Relations
State Department of Education

Richmond, VA 23216
(804) 770-3170

Washington :
Mr.. Carl Fynboe

Administrator

Nonpublic Education

Superintendent of Public Instruction

01d Capitol Building
Olympia, WA 98504
(206) 753-6773

C




West Virginia

Mr. Gene Maguran

Director

Federal Programs .

State Department of Education
1900 Washington Street, FEast
Charleston, WVA 25305

(304) 348-3085

Wisconsin

Mr. Donald Dimock

Assistant State © -perintendent
Division for Fields Services

Wyomin

Mr. Paul Sandifer

Assistant Superintendent

Division of Planning and Development
State Department of Education
Capitol Buiiding

Cheyenne, WY 82001

(307) 777-7621

State Department of Public Instruction

126 Landon Street
Madison, WI 53702
(608) 266-2801
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CAPE - TYPE REGIONAL AND

Arizona - CAPE

Charles H. Orme, Jr., President
'The Orme School

Mayer, Ardgona 86333

California ixecutive Council of Nonpublic
School Kepresentatives

Mr. Walter H. dartkopf, President

465 Woolsey Street

San rrancisco, California 94234

Florida Association cf Academic
Nonpubiic Schools

Mr. Charles <. O'Malley

Coordinatcr of Education

Florida Catholic Canference -

P. 0. vox 1571

Tallanassee., Flerida

32302

Illinois Association of Nonprulic Scnocls
Mr. Alvin Vanden Bosch, President

2261 Indiana Avenud -

Lansing, Illinois 60438

Indiana Nonpublic Educators Association
Mr. Alvin Vandel Bosch, President
2261 Indiana Avenue

Lansing, Ilpinois 60438

Iowa Association of Nonpublic Schools
‘Mr. Lewis Arkema

604 Third Street, S.W.

Orange City, Iowa 51041

L]
Kansas Associatyion of Nonpublic Schools

Col. Keith G. Duckers
St. John's Military School
Salina, Kansas 57401

’

Michigan Association of Nonpublic Schools
Dr. Ivan E. Zylstra

865 28th Street, S.E.

Grand Rapids, Michigan 49508

O

Appendix

STATE ORGANIZATIONS

Missouri Association for Nonpublic Schools
Mr. F. Randal

P, 0., Box 651

Jefferson Citv, Missouri 65101

N Y, State Conference for Nonpublic
Education

Mr. J. Alan Davitt

Room 311, 11 North Pearl Street

Albany, New York 12207

Oregon Federation of Independent Schools
Or. Zugene Fadel, Headmaster

Salem Academy

250 Ccllege Drive, N.W.

Salem, Cregon 97304 \

Texas Association of Nonpublic Schools

Mr. Keith A, Loomanc. President

8100 U.S. 290 East

Austin, Tevas 78724 :

The Virginia Councili for Private Education
Mr. John H. Tucker, Jr.

North Cross School

4254 Colonial Avenue, S.W.

Roanoke, Virginia 24018

Washington Federation c¢f independent Schools
Mr. Roger Van Dyken :
P.0. Box 444 ’
Lvnden, Washingtbn 98264

Wisconsin Association of Nonpublic Schools
Rev. Mark Schommer, President
P.O. Box 18

Green Bay, Wisconsin 54305
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CONTACTS IN USOE REGIONAL OFFICES

"It is to the Regional Offices that local school officials may look for
guidance if they have questions concerning programs which mandate the
eligibility of nonpublic school children for equitable benefits," Com-
missioner Bell said in a briefing memo.

The contact pgrsons in the regional offices along with the states they
serve, are asffollows:

Region I (Connecticut, Maine, Massachusetts, New Hampshire, Rhode Island,

Vermont) . Office: John F. Kennedy Federal Building, Government Center,

Boston, Mass. 02203. Regional Liaison Officer: Dr. Fred Wilkinson. ' "
Telephone: 617/223-6891, :

Region II (New York, New Jersey, Puerto Rico, Virgin Islands). Office: _
Federal Building, 26 Federal Plaza, New York, N.Y. 10027. Regional Liaison
Officer: Dr. Charles 0'Connor, Jr. Telephone: 212/264-4054.

ion III (Delaware, Maryland, Pennsylvania, Virginia, West Virginia,
District of Columbia). Office: 3535 Market Street, Philadelphia, Penna.
19101. Regional Liaison Officer: Mr. Kenneth Frye. Telephone: 215/597-9248.

Region IV (Alabama, Florida, Ceorgia, Kentucky, Mississippi, North Caroli-a,
South Carolina, Tennessee)., O0ffice: 50 Seventh Street, NW, Atlanta, Geo.gia
30323. Regional Liaison Officer: M# William Pergande. Telephone:
404/526-5996.

Region V (Illinois, Indiana, Michigan, Minnesota, Ohio, Wisconsin, Chicago).
Office: 300 S. Wacker Drive, Chicago;-Z11.- 60606. Regional Liaison Officer:
Mr. Paul Derwinski. Telephore: 312/353-1245.

Region VI (Arkanmsas, Louisiana, New Mexico, Oklahoma, Texas). Office: 1114
Commerce Street, Dallas, Texas 75202. Regional Liaison Officer: Mr. Earl
Shubert. Telephone: 214/749-2634. .

.

Kansas City, Mo. 64106. Regional Liaisqn Officer: Dr. Harold Blackburn.

Region-VII (Iowa,‘Kansas, Missouri, Neg;iska). Office: 601 E. 12th Street,
Telephone: 861/374-2276.

ah
Region VIII (Colorado, Montana, North Dakota, South Dakota, Utah, Wyoming)
Office: 1961 Stout ‘Street, Denver, Colo. 80202. Regional Liaison Officer:
Dr. Ed. Larsh. Telephone: 303/837-3676. . {
Region IX (Arizona, Califor 1a, llawaii, Nevada, Guam, Trust Territory of
Pacific Island, American ¢ a). Office: Federal Offige'Bui]ding, 50
Fulton Street, San Franci: o, Calif. ©4102. Regional Liaisom Officer: :
Mr. William Peterson. Telephone: 415/556-2874. ) < .

Reéionng(Alaska, ldaho, Orégon, Washington)., (Office: Arcade Plaza, 1321
Second Avenue, Seattle, Wash. 98101. Regional Liaison Officer: Dr. John
Bean. Tlelephone: 206/442-0434. ’ oo
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For more information on the nonpublic schools, see the following references:

Statistics of Nonpublic Elementary and Secondary Schools, 1970-71.
National Center of Educational Statistics, U.S. Dept. of Health,
Education and Welfare. Washington, D.C. 20402: Supt. of Docu-
ments, U.S. Government Printing Office; 1973; 90 pp; $1.20;

Stock No. 1780-01249.

Nonpublic Schools in Large Cities, 1970-71. National Center for
Educational Statistics, U.S. Dept. of Health, Education and
Welfare. Washington, D.C. 20402: Supt. of Documents, U.S.
Government Printing Office; 1974; 40 pp; 85¢; Stock No. (OE)

- 74-11425.

U.S. Catholic Schools, 1973-74. National Catholic Fducational . C ]
Association. Washington, D.C. 20036: Publication Sales, National

Catholic Educational Association, One Dupont Circle, Suite 350,

1974; 92 pp; $2.00 prepaid (1-9 copies).

American Nonpublic Schools: Patterns of Diversity. Otto F. Kraushaar.
Baltimore, Maryland 21218: The John Hopkins University Press;
19725 387 pp; $12. - - ‘

Alight (Quarterly newsletter). Board of Parish Education, Lutheran /

Church-Missouri Synod, 3558 S. Jefferson Avenue, St. Louis, Missouri
63118; $1 annual subscription. .

Lutheran Education (published five times annually). Concordia .
Publishing House, 3558 S. Jefferson Avenue, St. Louis, Missouri
63118; $5 annual .subscription.

Lutheran Church-Missouri Synod, 3558 51 Jefferson Avenue, St. Louis, .
Missouri 63118; $4 ammual subscription for non-Lutheran schools-

~The Independent School Bulletin (quarterly publication) National

Association of Independent Schools, Four Liberty Square, Boston, Mass.
02109; $7 annual subscription.

NAIS Report (élarterly publication). National Association of
Independent Schools, Four Liberty Square, Boston, Mass. 02109
$5 annual subscrlptlon.

Lutheran ‘Secondary Schools Quarterly. Board ¢ o# Parish_ Education, -

Momentum (quarterly publication). National Catholic-Educational
Association, Publications Sales Office, Suite 350, One Dupont

Circle, Washington, D.C. 20036; $8 annual subscription.
/
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.

Christian Educators Journal (quarterly publication of the National
Union. of Christian Schools). Business Managery.434 Kimball Avenue,
S.E., Grand Rapids, Michigan 49508; $4 annufl subscription.

Christian Home and Schooi (publiéhed four times a year). National
Union of Christian Schools, 865 28th Street, S.E., Grand Rapids,
Michigan 40508; $3.25 anqual subscription.

The Jewish Parent (quarterly publication).

National Society for
Hebréw Day Schools, 229 Park Avenue, S., New York, New York 10003;
$2 annual subscription, -

|
|
o
\
\
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This is one portion of a survey form sent to Title II[ Project Directors in
the State of California to gauge the amount of involvement by nonpublic school
] students’and teachers. Selected results from the survey are included in the

’ chapter, "A Profile of California.” For more information, contact Dr. Robert
D. Welty, General Education Management ESEA Titie III, 721 Capitol Mall,
Sacramento, California 95814.

STATUS SURVEY OF NON-PUBLIC SCHOOL INVOLVEMENT ~

a

Project Title - No.
Dfrector ' Phone
District - ‘ . { '
. » ’
Within the attendance boundaries of your project schoo)(8), are there any non-public schools?
/____/ YES /| NO
It YES, name‘the non-public school(s) up to five schools: R
— L —
L Y Y S o -
__ _ . E {:m:cx HERE IF THERE ARE
l__ I/ /__/1CVER FIVE
1. Check (/EEE/ Holy Name) clearly those non-public school(s) which have students directly*
involved in the project.
* - Directly means involvement of staff and student, face-to-face, on a regular schedule
to produce léarning. .
2. Place an /}E[/ by those schools having indirect** {nvolvement, '
** - Indirect means involved on an intermittent schedule in things such as special les-
sons, field trips, etc. Lt
3. How many students are directly INVOLVEdT . e veveerrnossossonsnesosonennnos
o , N
4. How many days a week are they involved? CIRCLE: 1 2 3 4 5
\ ’
5. How many students are indirectly involved?.....ceeeetitarocescssnasnansns
6. Are non-public school teachers involved in pre or inservice training? /:::/YES 1:::/N0
7. If YCS, how many are (have been) involved?...ceceiemecstscossoaseooncesns
8. How many in 7, above, were involved in summer or early fall preservice?..
9. What is the average amount (hours) of preservice for each non-public
teacker includea in B, above?., .. .ciieietiitesceceacossssstosecnssoesannas hrs.
10. 1f 6 is YES, how many teachers are to be involved in ongoing inservice?..
11. What will be the average amount (hours) of ifiservice for e :ch non-public ’
. tegcher included fn 10, above . ceieeierierrernenieroneneeso-tosenonnonnn — b
p—— — \
12. Do non-public schoois use project /___ /materials, /___/equipment? |
Check if YES for materials and/or equipment, above. [
92 .
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S ) . ] .. . f -
. ‘e

- " . [ -This is a copy of 'the form on 'Nonpublic School Par;iéipat‘:ion"‘to be/ "
r . . B .caompleted by the applicant for a Title III project in California.

A § . .
- L - This pdve must be completed by the applicant’and sibscquently reviewed and ;signed
Lt . by noupublic scheol persoilnel in authority, such as an equivalent to’a'supcrinten-
dent, consultant, or principal, ' The page should be-included, even if there-}‘e to |
’ be no nonpublic students involved, 7 ' . )
. : .
i - . P
e ce . < ! |- ’,‘
For purposes of determining which nonpublic students are eligible ‘to Je .involved, N
two criteria arg applied and when these are met, aonpublic students should be in- D
) , cluded: | ) M e [ e Lt
( ¥ ' - . : ' ) . : ’ | ’
: "These criteria are is follows: N °. R . ‘ ‘.
_ 1. Nonpublic school students w;E‘ B2 in the attendance arfea of project
.o . schoc’ls and have needs simila;qkb\ggf\térget group. . .
/ "1 ¢ - " * [
I . N - : A
° \ 2. Norpublic school students who are outside of the attendance areas of
' prosect chlools, but ake geoprapaically lecated so as ‘to be reasongbly
. Yy conventant and also have .needs similar to the target ggbbp. '

i - . R
! ¢ /A. LiSt helow the schools whieh enroll students who me t the above criteria:

-

"1 LN } < 1Y . ° )5 v -
_ ’ . ) T ! Check (;;{ Schools
. , No, of ‘ ’ ’ - * to be Involved in
¢ School - tlame of S¢hool » Addresk . Prdject Actiyities
p ’ . ) S T o
V- A . ) L :
o . : ¢ r\ ; . - ) ,
. : 2 . d L ) b .
. ' bl e . ’
3 \\ - —_Tl

&~
™

s

. .
. . .
. 5
. 'y
- +

(ADD PAGES' TF NUMBER OF STHOOLS EXCEEDS TIVE) . .

I'II

’

{ .
B.. £arollment by ngde level of schools which-are checked in Column IV above:

LY

A
o
A Y

- %o. of ! ) . *

: . Schdol / R ’
. — — [ —_— - S . .

A A A A A S A S A A ey A B ) A )

—
——

(Y

~
Y
~
~
~

A e

. \ \&/:/" N S P A A S A A A A e B A N I—1 1_1 11
; A TN T T N T T T s T S AT
) ' K | .} 4 5 6 - 7 8 9 0 11
« e (USE AUDITIONAL PAGES IF NECESSARY) . e T

Applicants are to nolify qualified nongublic school .personnel, by letter, that a
. Title III projecc'is being written and invite thqy to thefirgt planning meegting.
.. Goples of correspondence can be Included in the applicatibn, but are 1ot to fe con-

sidered as a substityre {or signatures on page 2 of this document,
: . h

' /7 e )
C. Jf Colemn LV is not checkad above, indicate what factors limit nonpubliic school in-
~velvement: - , » - : .o . v
L4 . i \ M .
' . 93 i JU
! e e \ . ! : ' ' N

[l{TC @ T - “ (‘ t

v CETEReTE . v . ‘ .
) ‘& '




D. As estimated by the nonpublic school personnel, provide the number’ of students by

S NN,

grade level, .foi the schools checked, who have needs similar to the necds of the -
public school target population: - '
* . . ..
Wo, of . v .
. L 4 hd
sheel : : - \ e
N A B O A A A S A A B R R Y A B B S A Y B O A
. VA Y 2 Y A A B A /:" A A B Ay B S B R
NV A R A B B A R I N o A A A B A A A B A A A A
K1 2. T % 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
. * (USE*ADDITIONAL PAGES IF NECESSARY) i . ¢
Briefly respond to thé following: . ¢ -
Cy ~ How have nonpublic school personnel been’involved {n p ing-the project? v,
. 1 . u. ( -. )
.\ a , 3 ' ' . -
b . ) s '
S How w! 1l the nonpublic school persornel and-students be involveéd in the projegt?
[ '\) 1 ) * N .
- . . . .
) . . ' , « .
¢ TR
Pgovision for'involv;:inon\t of children shall include (1) Paidyinvolvement of b \
.staff in inservide, (2) Involvement in all types of instructional activities ~. ' :
whiclt supplement the regular program, (3) The usc ofeprojéct materials and 'P\
equipment. . L . .- . .
? .. . .
- Provision for ,involvement of ¢hildren shall not ihclude (1) The payment of
R , salaries of ronpublic school éersonnel.- except for services performed outside
regular hours ol.duty, and under.public supervision, (2) Financing of the existf’
s ing level of .nstruction, (3) The permanent placement of equipment or .Building
’ on private school premises. . - N o,
- As verif&icationkthat “they have reviewed the project ap‘plicatiot{ and this docu-
ment, secure the signatures of nonpublic school aémiuiuratoqs whose students
meet tne selection criteria. : . ' .
Interested® . \ ) : <. ' .
in f ' . "
Participation - NONPUBLIC ADMINISTRATORS WHOSE SCHOOLS ARE LISTED IN ITEM A MUST SIGN BELOW:
2 Y N . . T
azex (V) - Sign&ure . 8 Date School . /- Cgmménta
. ! i ] ‘
{ J ) F / .
. * S~ .
. L 3 . & e . : T 4 .
. v < 1 o
v » A R
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PORTION OF TITLE IV RELATING TO SECTION 401(a), {b) § (c)

. -LIBR‘Q{IES, LEARNING RESOURCES, E?UGATIONAL
INNOVATION, UPPOR ,
Yl ® : . iy

‘ reads as follows: ®

S o k

' 66 Stat. 3/ Src.401. Title I'V of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act .
79 Stat ; of 1965, is amended to read as follows:
- . 20 USC 331, . -
N ~ v “TTTLE IV—-LIBRARIES, LEARNING RESOURCES, EDYCA-
' > LY TIONAL INNOVATION, AND SUPPORT

“PaRr A—GeNFRAL Provisions

. N s “AUTHORIZATYON OF APPROPRIATIONS .
NS . .

is authorized_to be appropriated the sum of $895,000, or obligation
. by the Commissionertduring the fiscal year onding June 30, 1976, and *
. such sums as.may be necessary for obligation’ by the Commigsioner
- Uuring each of the two succeeding fises! vears, for the purpose ak-
ing grants under part B (Libraries and Learning Resources) of this
. y title, . .,
<“(2) No funds are authorized to be appropriated under this subl-
. section for obligation by the Commissioner during any fiscal year
unleas—. - ‘ . :

N ‘ ) . L (g
* “(A) (i) aggregate gmount whick ~ould be apprapriated under
this subsection is at least equal to the aggregate amount appro-
-priated for obligation by the Comwissioner during the p ing
scal year in which part B was in  fect, or
x “(i1) in the case of appropriations unden this subséction for .
N the first fiscal year in which part B is effective, such amoynt is at
) . : least equal to the aggregate amount appropriated for obligation
. by the Commissioner for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1974, or . -
U ;g 3;:‘;2:5- *  for the p'mcedmg fiscal year, whichever is higher, under title II
i 84 Stat 150 and 80 _much of title III a8 relates to testing, gyidance, and
f20 Ls: 541 . . counselmg.of this Act, afid under title ITI (except for section 305)
72 Stat. 1588 of the National Defense Education Act of 1958, and -
20 USC M3, " . “(B) the sums apg‘ropnated pursuant to_this subsection are
. included in an Act making appropriations for thtysccl ear prior
to the fiscal year in Whi(ﬁl such sums will be ohfigated, and are

20 USC 1}1. “Spc. 401. (a) (1) Subject to the provisions of pa h (2), there:
A

3

¥ A ’ . ’ made available for expenditure prior to the beginning of such

¢ fiscal year. .
: “(b) (1) Subject to the provisions of paragraph (2), there is author-
ized to be appropriated the sum of $350,000,000 fo(r oLligtion by the
: Commissioner during the fiscal ?'ear ending June 30, 1976, and such
. sums as may be necessary for obligation by the Commissioner during
¢ \ ~ - each of the two succeeding fiscal years, for the pu of making
. \ gn;,nts under part ' (Educationgl Innovation and Support) of this
title. . :
N “(2) No funds are authorized Jo be appropriated under, this sub-
! . " section for obligation by the Commissionergduring any flacal year
‘ unless— .

. “(A) (i) ‘the aggregate amount which would be-appropriated
under this subsegtgon is at least equal to the ag, gate amount
appropriated for obligation by thQ,ComrhissionerE:rmg the pre-

ing fiscal year in which part C was in effect, or

; . “(i1) in the case of appropriations under this subsection for the

P S first fisca) year in whic part C is effective, such amount is at least
ual to the aggregnte amount appropriated for obligation by the
et (gommimioner or fiscal year ending June 30,1974, or for the pre-

N J Y Co
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- 84 dtat, 130, céding fiscal year, whichever isl\igher, under title ITI (except for ~ - ’
20 USC 841, programs of testin}g, guidance, and ceunseling), title V, and sec- (
A 7S Stat, 474 -tions 807 and 808 of this Act,and

81 stat, 8163 “(B) the sums appropriated pursuant to this subsection are

84 Stat, 153, included in an Act making appropriations &r the ﬁscaaeaf' rior

. 20 USC 861, to the fiscal year in which such sums ‘will be obligated, and are
867, 888, made availagle for expenditure prior to the beginning of such

fiscal year. o

. “(e) (1), In the first fiscal year in which appropriations e made ,
’ ursuant {o part B, 50 per centum of the funds so appro risted shall
available to the States to carry out part B of this title.'The remain-
_ der of such funds shall be availablc to the States and shall be allotted
to the St“i; or to the Commissioner, as the case may be, in such

_ year, pursulnt to title II and so much of title ITT as relates to testing,
guidance, anMl counseling under this Act, and under title ITI (except
for section 305) of the alional Defense Education Act of 1958, for
each such program in an amount which bears’the game ratio to such
remaindér as the agount appropriated fo- each such program for the
.. fisca] year ending ‘June 30, 1974, or for the fiscal year preceding the
‘ R . figcal yea: for which the determination is snade, whichever is higher. ¢
bears to the te of such appropriated amounts. The amounts '
4 * made 'avnilsbmr the second sentence of this‘paragraph shall be
/ . subject ;o the provisions of law governing each such program.,
s+ #(2) In ghe first fiscal year in which appropriatios are made pur-
“Posts p. 543.  suant to pirt. C, 50 per centum of thehfulu‘l)s slo appropriated shah be
available tocarry out part C of this title. The remainder of such funds
shall be available to the States and shal] be sllotted to the States, or
to the Commissioner, as the case inay be, In such year, pursuant to title
84 stat. 13¢.  III (except for ptograms of testing, guidance, and counseling), title ,
: 20 US¢yB4l, V, and sections 80% and 808 of this Act, for each such program in an
- ;‘i’f:: . g;é amount which bears tlie same ratio to such remainder as the améunt -,
84 stat 3’ appropriated for each.such program for ti®fiscai yeagending June 30, ’
20 T1SC 861, \ 1974, or for the fiscal year preceding the fiscal vear for which the deter- -
\ J8e7, san, ., mination is made, &hichever is higher, bears to the aggregate of such *
. appropriated amounts. The gmount made avilable under the second
e sentence of this,paragraph shall be subject to the provisions of lpw ~ -
. governing each such program. f

“ALLUTMEN'T TO THE STATES ¢ —
. Appropi-dation, “Sge. 402, (a) (1) There is hereby suthorized to be apptopriated
20 USC 1802, for cach fiscal Year for the purposes of this paragraph amoniits equit '
to not fnon 1 1 pef centuni of each of ghe amounts appropriated fo *
Ante, p. 535.  such, uMter subsectious (a) or’ (b), or both; of section 401. The'
. /“%h issioner shall allo each of the amounts appropriated pursuant .
. to this paragraph amnong Gyuam. American Samoa, thg Virgin Islands, .
and the Trust Tersitory ok the Pacific Islands accordiug to their
[ ' . Post, pp. 542, respective aeeds for assistanchefder part B or part Clor both, of this
543 _ title. In addition, for each fiscal year heshell allot from each of such-
. _amounts to (.\)#the Secrethry of the Interior the amounts necessary
for the progiams anthorized by each such part for children and
. teachers invelementury and sécondary schools operated for Indian chil-
L 4 dren by the Depagtnient of thé Interior. and (B) the Secretary of »
- - e Defense the amonnE necessary for vhe! programs authorized by each '

such part for chiliipn and teachers in the overseas dependents schools .

of the Departnient of Defense. Tl terms upon which payment for § -

such purposes shall be niade to the Secretary of the Interiot and the

Secretary of Defénse shall be deteinined pursuant to such critesia as .
- _ the Commissioner detegmines will best carry olit the purpols of this

» title. .
* “(2) From the shiounts appropliated to carry out part Bor part C. ‘
-/ . or both. of this title for any fiscal vear pursuant to subsections (a) and r
. ) - (b) of section 401. the Commissioner shall allot toveach State from
each%uch amount anamount*which bears the same ratioto such amonnt N
- - as the number of children aged five to seventeen. inclusive, in tife State '
h?rs to the number of such chiMren in all the States. For the purp.oszl.‘:’
¢ . "State,". of this subsection. the term ‘State’ shall not include Guam, AmwericAn.,
. . ' ¢ 3 -
’ - N .

. .
' y ' : : v
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Samon, the Virgin Islands. and the Trust Territory of the Pacific

. Islands."Thé number of children aged,five to seventeen. inclasive. ‘na *

N S, State and in 4l the States shalNbe determined by the Commissioner on
’ the basis of the nost recent satisfactory data available to him. ‘

o Reallotm nt. . “(b) The amount of any State’s allotment under subsection (a) for

LA . any fiscal year to carry out part B or (* which the Comntissioner deter-

"+ mines will not be required for sych fiscal year to carry out such part
. ‘ shall be available for reallotment from time to time. on such dates dur- -

' ingsuch year ag the Commissioner mav fix. to other States in propor-

tion to the original alldtments to such States undgy subsection (a) for

: hat vear but with such proportionate amount for any of such other

" States being reduced to the extent * exceeds the sum the Commissioner

estimates such Stateaceds and will be able to use for such year,and the

. . s total pfssuch reducfions shall be similarly reallotted among the States -

., whose projortionate anmunts were not so reduced. Any amounts real-

L s lotted to a Statg undersnis subsection during a year from funds appro-

under subsection (a) for such year. .
e

- »
. . ”

' “STATE PLANS

4 - q [y . -— -~ .
K Advisory coun=  “Ngc. 403 (a) ;?ny State which desires to receive grants underthis

c11, title shall establish an advisory council gs provided by subsection (b)
. T Estajlistments g, shf]l subnlit to the Commissioner 8’ Stage plan, in such detail as
20°U%C 1803. 4 the Cominissioner deems necesséry, which— ,
- - - “(19 " designates the State educational ajency as the State
KA . * . agency which shall. either directly or thmnﬁh arrghgements with
. , , other Stte or local public agencies, act as the sole agency,for the
¢ administfation of the State phan;
- “(2) forth a program under which fynds paid to the State
Ante,*p. 637, - from its allotments under section 402 will be expended solelg' for ¢
R the ms and purposes authorized by parts B and C of this
Post, p, 542, /ﬁfli.ni':ﬁim for administration of the State plan;
543, 2 /:(3) provides asgyrances that the requirements-of section
'+ 408 (relting to-the participation of pupils and teachers in non-
Post, p. 541, public elementary and secondary schools) will be met, or certifie

that such requirements cannot. legally be met 4n such State; -

- “(4) provides assurances that A) funds such agency receit
: from ﬁ)p;oprintions wade upder section 401(a) will be distrib-
) " uted amorg local educationd] agencies according to the enroll-
’ . ments in public and nonpublic schools within the school districts
+ of such agencies, except that substantial funds will be pgvided.
. to «(i) local educational agencies w x effort for education’
. ’ L is substantially gheatet than the Stafe average tax effort for edu-

cation, but whose per pupil expenditure (excluding paypflents *

- 79 Stat, 1219, _ <made under title I of this Act) is no greater than the ave per

C s . '7’0 USC 100X papil expenditure in the State, and (ii) local edutational hgengies

which have the greatest flumbers or percentages of children whose

. « education imposes a higher than average cost pey-child, such as_
"y Children ffom low-income families, children livipg in spatel

V' populated areas, and children from families in w ich English is

not the dominant language; and (B) funds su ncy receives

A from appropriations mkde under section.401(b) will be digtrib- .

uted among local educational*agencies on an equitable basis rec-

competitive nature of the grantmaking ex that .

. . . oEI_'dzing the
. the State educations] agency shall.provide assistance i ormu-
. lating proposals and in operating programs t6 local educationsl
/f/ T . . nguncies which are less able tq ggmpete due to small size or lack
. of local financial resources; and the State plan shall set forth the
. ’ specific criteris the State educational agency has developed and °
. will apply to meet the requireinents of this paragraph; t
“\ > “(8) provides that-each local educational agency will be given
: v cpmplete discretion (subject to the prdvisions of section 408) in
- determiningghow the fl‘a
under pectiofs 401 (a) will be divided among the vasious programs
Pe 542, described. in section 421, except that, in the first year in which

appropfiations aie made pursuant to part B, each local edncational -

ageicy will be given complete discretion with respect 3o 50 per
centum of the funds lppll:)pﬁlted for that part attributable to

that local educationalagency; . .
. : .
e . ’ k/. ) » -
. ;. /
' . / .101 RN ‘

Ante, pe 535.° priated wsua it to section 401 shall be deemed a part of its allotment )

it receives from appropriations made °

Lt
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e Post, p. 543,

Post, p. 542,

Facilaties

to hgudi=

capped persons.
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. Post, p. 542,

Memt ership.
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accessibility

‘ “(11) gives

section (a )\ shall—

s “fu) institutions of higher education, and

. : . Lo - , . . Y
*  4(8) provides for the adoption of effective procedures (A) far *
an evaluation by the State advisory council, at,least annualfy, of '
the effectiveness of the p! and projecte assisted under,the .
+ State plan, (B) for the appropriate dissemination of the résults .
**of such evaluagions and other infotmation Jpertaining to such pro-
grams or projects, and (C) for the adoption, where appropriate,
of promising edueational practices developed through innovative
programs supported under part C; .

“(7) provides thatedocal educational agencies applying for
funds under any program under this title shall be required to
submit onty one-application for such funds for any one fiscal

(- ] o - . ¥

“(8) provides— . : . ) .

“(A) that, of the funds the State receives under section 401 .
for ‘the first figral year for which such funds are available,
uch agency will' use for administration of the State plan ..

‘to exceed whichever is greater (i) 5 rer'centum of the ,
ardunt so received ($50,000 in the case of Gdam, American .
a, the Virgin Islands, and the Trust Territory of .the * ..
Pacitic Islands), excluding sny part of such amount for
pur Jf section 431(a) (3), or (ii) the amount it 'received .
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1973, for administration of . .
. the programs referred to ifi sections 421 ¢b) and 431(b), and
that the remainder of such funds.shall be made available to
\ocal educational agencies to be for the purposes of parts
pectively; and that, of

' B and C, res he fu:azhe State
* receives under section 401 for fiscal years the r, it will c
use for administration of the State iun not to exceed which- -
«  ever is greater (i) 5 per centum of the amount so received :
- ($50,000 in the case of Guam, American §amca, the Virgin
Islands, and the Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands),
excluding any part of such amount used for purposes of sec- ,
tion 43?{3) &?),‘ or (ii) $225,000, and that the remainder of
such funds shall be made available to local educational agen-
cies to be used for purpoces of parte- B and C, respectively, -
“(B)_that not less than 15 per centum of the amount
received pursnant to section 401(b)-in n:lv fiscal year (not ir- ’
cluding any amount used for pyrposes of section 431(s) (3)) -, .
shall be used for special programs or projects for.the educa- , -
. tion of-childrerr with specific learning disabilities and handj- ..
capped children, and -
%(C) that not more than the greater of (i) 15 per centum
of the amoupt which such State receives pursuant to section 7
401(b) in any fiscal year, or (ii) tlie amount available by
appropriation to such State in the fiscal jear ending June ; ’
30, 19‘;3, for purposes co:}red by section 431(a) (‘3 .shall - °
be used for purposes of section 431(a)(3) (relating to’
strengthening State anu local educatiqnal agencies) ; . < : "
«(9) provides assurancgs that in the case of dny project for the .
,Tepair, remodeling,, or ruction of facilities, that the facili-
ties shall be accessible to and usable by handicapped ‘persons;
%(10) sets forth policies and procedures which give satisfactory .
assurance that Federal funds made available under this title for
any fiscal year will not be commjngled with State fundsT)and ¢
isfactory assurance that-the aggregate aniount .
to be expended by thé State and its local educational sgencies . .
. from funds.derived from hon-Federal sources for programs .
described in section 421 S:) for a fiscal year %ill not be less than - - . ° .
. Shum unt so expended for th@preceding fiscal year. - .
(8) (1) The State advisory council, establish

pursuant to sub-
“(AJ be appoifited by the State educational agency or as other- *

wise provideln))y Statg law and be broadly repgr:sef:tative of tehe- : v

cultural and educational resoyrees o

st;ctlon 432) an;\ of the public, ;nclu‘

of— * .

“(i) public and private elementary and seconda

the State ( efiried in .
ing persons pmsentati\'e\ .

“schools, . : -

“(ii1) fields of professional competence in dealinig with

.children n?eding special education because of physical or



.) . “¢C) evaluate all programs and projects assisted under this .
£4

\ . . LY

. . ) ‘ mental handicaps, specific learning disabilities, severe educa-

tional disadvantage, and limited English-speaking ability or

" . ) + because they are gifted o1 talented, and of professional com-
* ’ getence in guidance and counseling ; -

“(B) advise the State educational agency on the preparation

. ’, and policy matters arising in the administration of, the State

‘ plan, includf'r\ the* developmént of criteria for the distribution

thea

Juties,

of fundsan
title;

: title; aud *
Report to “(b) prepare at least annually and submit thrbugh the State
Comrissioners educational agencK a report of its activities, recommendations, and
’ evaluations, together with such additional comments as the State

educationalagencygeems approprjgfe, to the Commissioner.

7 f “(2) Not less than ninety days priofo the heginning of any fiscal *

vear for which funds will be available Br carrying out this title, each

State shall certify the establishment of, and membership of (includ-

ing themame of the person designated as Chairmar.), its St ate’advisory
~ _ council to the Commissioner.

. Meethings,” “43) Each State advisory ‘council shall meet within thirt{y days

. .after certification has been accepted by the Commissioner and cstab-
lish the time, place, and manner of its future meetings, except that
such council shall have not less than one public ting each year at

- whichghe public is given an opportunity to eﬁ views concerning

., .+ the sministration and operation of this titlé, ' y .
Persomiels . +(4) Each State advisory council shall be suthorized to obtain
) the services.of such professional, technical, and clerical personnel.
and to contract for such other services as may le necessary to enable.

them {o carry out their functions under this title, and the Commis-

' ’ sioner shall assure that funds sufficient for these purposes are inade
4 available to each cenncil from funds available for administration of

' the State plan. . . /

+  State plan “(e) The Commissioner shall appyove any State plan and any modi-,
appreval, fication thereof which complies with\t‘h%ovisions of subsestions (a)
and (b) of this section. : P
. .
. “ADMINISTRATION. OF. STATE PLAN~
Hearin.: » “Sec. 404.“The Comihissioner shall not.ﬁnally disgpprove any State
notige, + Plan submitted under this title, or any modiﬁcatitzpthemf, without
21 U5C 1804 - first affordifig the State educational agéncy reasonable notice and
. - obportunity for a hearing. . . \
“PAYMENTS TO sTaTES i

. o .

! 20 USC 1805, “Sec. 405. From the amounts allotted to each State under section

“Ante, p;.537.  0:4or carrying ‘out the programé authorizell by parts B and C
EPO_”’ PP¥ 542, pespectively, ‘the Commigsioner shall ay to that State an amount:

. 43 ual to thelamount expended by the State in carrying out its State
. + plan (after withholding any amount necessary pursusnt to section
406(f)). s )
b M ' N\
“PARTICIPATION OF CHILDREN ENROLLED IN PRIVATE SCHOOLS
20 st 1806, “Skc, 406. (a) To the extent consistent with the namber of children

in the school district of a local educational agency (which is a recipient
of funds under this title or which serves the area in which a program
P or project assisted under this title is located) who are enrolled in pri-
- . vate nonprofit elementary and secondary schools, 'such ncy, after
. - consultation with the appropriate private school officials, shall provide
» for the benefit of such children in such schools secular, nentral, and
’ nqnldeolog;f{l services, materials, and equipment including the repair.
hodp

i __— mino pling, or construction of public school facilities as may be
‘ %&:.v for their 4 H

nec provision (consistent with subsection (c) of this

section), or, if such services, materials, and equipment are not feagible
Or necessary in one or' more such private schools as determined by the
local educational agency after consultation with the nppropriate pri-
vate school officials, shall previde siich other arrangements as will
assure equitable participation of such’ children in the purposes and
<henefits of ghis title. :

oy | R

pproval of applications for asgistance under this .

e

\*
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Lqual ‘ex- “(b) Expenditures for programs pursuant to subsection (a) shall
penditures, begequal (consistent itl the number of children to be served) to
expenditwres for programs for children enrolled in the public schools
of thghlocal educational agenty. taking into acconnt the needs of the

indiviual cluldren and other factors (pursuant to criteria supplied
’ by the Comnmissioner) which relate to such expenditures; and when
, funds available to a local educational agency under this titlé are used

to concentrate prograins or projects on a particular group, attendance

aren, or grade br age level, children enrolled in private schools who
are included ‘within the group, attend-nce areas, or grade or age level
selected forguch concentration shall. atcer consultation with the appro-
priate private school officials, be assured equitable participation in the

urposes and benefits of such programs or projects.
Adminystra- “}(-) (1) The controlsof funds provided under this,titl and title to
tion. matgrials. equipment, and property repaired, rexfodeled, or con-
; ' stpfeted therewith shall be in a public agency for the uses and pur-
. oses provided in'this title. and a public agency shall administer such

: fimds and property.

"‘t?) The provision of services pursuant to this section shall be proa
vidhd by employees of a public agency or through contract by such
public agency with a person, an association, agency. or corporation
, who or which in the provision of such services is independent of such
private school and of any religious organization. and such employ-

ment or contract shall be under the control and supervision of such -

public agency, and the funds provided under this title shall not e
commingled with State or local funds.

, Watver, «(d) Tfa State is prohibited by law from providing for the partici-

pation in programs, of children enrolled in private elementary and

secondary schools, as required by this secticn, the Commissioner may °

waive such requirgment and shall arrange for the provision of serv-
. ices to such children thiqugh arrangements which shall be subject to
+ __ the requirements-of this séction. ’

“(e) If the ! | e
. cational agency has sabdtantially failedgto rov_iqe for the_{mmclpa-
tion on an equitable basiéGaf children enrolled in private e ementary

. and secondary schools as required by this section, he shall arrange f

shall be subject to the requirements of this section.

“(f) When the Commissioner arranggs for services pursuant to this
section, he shall. after consultation with the appropriate public and
private school officials, pay” the cost of such services from the appro-
priate allotment of the State under this title. K .

il “(g) (1) The Commissioner shall not take any final action under

. this section until he has afforded the State educational agency and.

local educational agency affected by such action at-least sixty days
notice of his proposed action and an opportunity for & hearing with
. respect thereto on the record . .

Retition for »(2) 1f a State or local ucational agene'y is dissatisfied with the
reviews Commissioner’s final actioi’ after a hearing under subparagraph (A)
of this parggraph. it may within sixty days after notice of such
actiom ﬁlle with the United States court of appeals for the-circuit m
Transrittal  which such State is loeated a pet'\tion for review of that action. A eogly
copy to Com= ¢ the petition shall:be forthwith transmitted by the clerk of the
rissioner. court to the Commissioner. The Commissioner thereupon shall file in
“the conrt the record of the Froceedings on which he based his attion,

7¢ Stat. 9413 a4 provide«iin section 2112 of title 28, United States Code. .
80 Stat. 1323, ~(3) 'Thé findings of fact-by the Commissioner, if supported by
Fact find1n88, _lstantial evidence, shall be conclusive; but the conrt, for good cause
nodifications g owy pmy remand the cgse to the Commissioner to take further evi-
‘ do‘f)’wo. and the Commissioner may thereupon make hew or modified
findings of fact aud may modify his previous action, 'and shall file in
the conrt the record of the further proceedings. Such’new or modified
findings of fact smll likewise be conclusive if supported by substantia)

¢ evidence.

-turtstiction,  5(4) Upon the filing of such petitior;, the court shall have juris-,

Jiction to affirm the action of the Commissioner or to set it aside, in

whole or in part. The judgment of thgbourt shall be subject to review

; by the Supreme Coutt of the Uniged States l'x})on certiorari or certifica-

62 Staty 928, tion as provided in seetioy 1254 bt title 28, United States Code.”.

E e 1005
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er determmes that a Siz.e or a local edu-’

the provision of services to such children through arrangements whiclt -
y
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79 Stat, 36,
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“Paur IL-Lu*‘\mm AND LrARNING REsouvrces

o !

> “PROGKAMS  AUTFLORIZED
13

“Skc. 421 (o) The Conmmissianer shall earry ont a program for
making grants te the States (pursuant to State plans approved under
sqction 403)— y

T . :
© " {1) ffor the aequisition of school lihrary resources. textbooks,

* and otfler printed and published instructional materials for the
use of (‘hil(ln-u and.teachers in public and private clementary and
sceondary schoals; 1
*(2) for the acquisition of instructional equipméit {includin
laboratory and otlmr spedial equ{{)‘ment. in(-luging andio-visua
materials and equipment suitable for use 1n providing edncation in
academhic subjects) for use by children and-teachers in clemeptary
and secondary schools, and t%.- minor reniodeling of laboratory or
other space used=by such sehools for such equipment ; and
‘3(3) fot (A) a program of testing students in the elem tary
aud secondary schools, (13 programs of counseling and gui e
services for students at the appropriate levels in £lementary’an
secondary schools designed (i) to advise
study best suited to their ability, aptitude, and skills, (ii) to advise
. stndents with respect tothe: lecisions as to the type of educational
progfam they should pur *he vocation they shonld trgin for
and enter, and the job opportunities in the various fiedds, and
(iil) to encourage students to complete their secondary school.
education, take the hecessary courses for admission to postsec-
ondary- institutions suitable for their occupational or geademic

students of courses of ™ |

needs, and enter such instRutions, a TRy inchide
ghort term Sessions for
Ang in elementary and secondary schooly, and -(C) programs,
projects, and Padership - activifies designed to expand and
strengthen counseling gnd guidafice: services in elementh Jand
secondary schools. . ‘
“(b) It js the purpose of this part to combine within
authorization, subject to the modifications imposed by the provisions
and requirements of this title, the’ programs authorized, by title IT and
80 mu;l\ of title I1I as relates to testing, counseling, and
this Act, and title ITI (except for%ection 305 thereof) of the Nat{onal
Defense Education Act of 1958, and funds appropriated to car
.this part mist be used only for the same purposes and for the funding
“of the same types of programs authorized under those provisions.
i “Parr C—_vEDU(:e'nq.\'AL IsNovATION AND StPpORT )
J “PROGRAMS AUTHORJZED { 5 T

-

“Sec. 431. (a)«The Commissioner shall car y ot a program for
makimg grants to the Stateg (pursuant to Swto{ﬁﬁns approved under
section 403)— “> \ '
“(1) for supplemefary edueational centers and services to
stipmlate and assist in the provision ‘of vitatly needed educational
\SBr\ Nes (including preschool education, special education, com-
pensatory education, vocational educhtion, education of gifred and
talented children, and dual enrollment programs) not available
* . in sufficient quantity or uality, and to stimulate and pssist in the
des elopnient and eﬂabllghmonf oi exemphiry elementary and sec-
ondary schiool programs (including the remodeling, lease, or con-
struction of necessary facilities) to serve as models for regular
school ‘programs; . . . . ’
“(2) for the support of demonstration projects by locgl educa-
tional agencies or privaté educational 'organizations designed to
‘improve nutrition and health services

persons engaged in guidance and counsel-

idance, ofs

out «

in public and private ele-*

mentary andtsecondary schools serving.
« tions of children’ from low-income fawi

areas with high concentra-
lies and such prajects may

include payment of .the c
health service resources i

ost of (A) coordinatin
n the areas to be serve

(BJ fproviding supplémental health, mental hea
n ren from low-income families when the

0od services to child
Y

"

nutrition and
d by a project,

Ith, nutritional,

a ‘single -
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resources for such services available to the applicant fronr other ~ 2
sources are inadequate to meet the needs of such children, () ’
. nutrition and health programs designed to ti ain professional and *
. ‘ other school personnel to rovide nutrition and health services
m a manher which meets the needs of children from low-income 4 .
i families for such services, and (D) the evaluation of projeets ‘
. ) assisted with respect to their effectivenegs in improving school
/ nutrition and health services for such children; -
«(3), for strengtheiiing the lendership resourges of State and l
. local ‘educational agencies, and for assisting tnose_agencies in ,
‘ . the establishment and improvement of programs to identify and .
_ meet educational needs of States and of local school districts; and ,
“(4) for making arrangements with local educational agencies
. ’ for the carrying out by such agencies in schools which (A) are
‘l \ " located in urban or rural areas, (I3) have a high percentuge of 1
|
‘ ‘

I

. children from low-income families, and (C) thave a gpig(‘f‘ rer~
- ) ‘ ‘ centage of such children who do not complete their ndary
o school education, of demonstration projects involying the use-of
. + . innovative methods, systems, materials, or programs which show .
. . . promise of reducing the number of such.childven who do not
SRR complete their secondary school education.
“(b) It is the purpose of this part to combine Within asingle author-
= ization, subject to the modifications imposed by’ the ’ufo\-isions and
requirements of this title, the programs anthorized by ti

the 111 (except
. for programs of t g, counséling, o d guidance) and title V, and | .

20 SC 881y < sections BOT and 808 of this Act, and fuhds appropriated to carry out

261, 887 .. this part must be used only for the same purposes and for the funding -

888, " __" of the same types of programs mltllorizg(l under those prgvisions. .

1]
e *  #ysE OF CULTURAL AND EDUCATIONAL RESO -

20 UsC 1832, «Sec, 432, Programs or projects suppogted pursuaht to this part
(other than thoge deseribed in section 431(2)(3)) shall involve in the ‘
. planning and carrying out thereof the participation of peigons
. yroadly representative of the cultural and eJ:wntionnl resoarces orthe ¢
wgultural and  ares to be served. The term ‘cultufal and educational resqurees’ S
. educational re- i, ludes Sfate educational agencies, Jocal educational agencies, private "
sourcese nonprofit elementary and secondary schools, institutions of higher \’
: education, public and nonprofit private ngencies such as libraries,
. ’ museums, musical and artistic organizations, educatiopal radio and + ™
. television, and other cultural and educational resources.”.
. ' . 3
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